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EDITORIAL 


As response to our programmatic article “The Great Utopia’ which 
appeared in our last issue we have already received a number of discussion 
articles the publication of which has unfortunately to be postponed. In their 
place we are in a position to open our present number with a provocative 
article by Joseph Mackiewicz which we feel sure will elicit its quota of 
discussion material essential for an informed understanding of contem- 
porary controversial matters. Mackiewicz is the author of the book ‘Katyn 
— Unatoned Crime’ published in Switzerland in German and which is 
shortly to appear in an English edition. In our reply to be published next 
time we make the attempt to place the problem of war in its dynamic 
interconnection with the political, social and cultural retrogression charac- 
teristic of our time and in terms of the fight against it — for Mackiewicz 


only plucks at the fringes of the problem leaving undisturbed the disastrous 
pattern of modern development. 


The articles on Yugoslavia and South Africa demonstrate concretely the 
retrogressive movement. In the development backwards of decaying 
monopoly capitalism, an uneven reversion on a world scale to economic and 
political forms of exploitation once, at least partially in the major countries, 
overcome, we find that the more backward countries like the two under 
review are hurled back into yet greater enslavement and backwardness. Both 
articles are written by authors who experienced at first hand this inter- 
national development toward increased totalitarianism and they are able to 
trace it step by step with an indispensable wealth of detail. Our report on 
Germany and the letters we publish are a further illustration of the suspen- 
sion of democratic rights for whole peoples. 


The weapon against the total brutalization of society is a vigorous and 
intransigent democratic movement. The friends of CONTEMPORARY ISSUES 
and DINGE DER ZEIT committed themselves with their appearance to the 
initiation of such a movement. In our first editorial we outlined the principles 
which are on no account to be infringed for the fostering of a democracy of 
content. In this number we are able to demonstrate in practice an important 
requirement. In the editorial referred to we wrote: ‘The meaning of 
substantive democracy . . . is not “decreed” beforehand from above, but 
will be presented as a view for which one assumes responsibility and which 
can be renounced only after full discussion and accounting’. We take this 
opportunity of renouncing, in some important respects at least, the practical 
proposals put forward by the British friends in our recent pamphlet on the 
British Elections, while at the same time placing at the disposal of our 
readers the critique we received from other friends who had read the 
statement. The critics are right and the educators, a little chastened perhaps, 
agree to be educated. 
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Joseph Mackiewicz 


I AM PROUD TO BE CALLED 
A ‘WARMONGER’ 


EDITORIAL NOTE.—Much as we agree with many points 
made by foseph Mackiewicz in the following article, 
our readers will realize that we reject ‘war as a way 
out’. We print his article as an excellent contribution 
to a very important question and are pleased to have 
found a partner in discussion so sincere, courageous 
and unconventional. Even though he goes astray 
subjectively, his ability to adopt a disinterested and 
bold position contributes to a positive solution and all 
his arguments deserve most careful consideration. In 
our next number we will develop in detail our own 
attitude toward his proposals.—EDs. 


J UST at the time when I read a very striking article in Dinge der Zeit’ in 
which Russia was characterised as ‘the policeman of America’, the Polish 
emigré magazine Wiadomosci published my article entitled: “The big 
business partnership continues’. The partners referred to were America, 
Britain and the U.S.S.R. Thus, in principle, my opinions were identical with 
those of Dinge der Zeit. Our opinions are however fundamentally different 
regarding the course to be adopted in practice for liberating the world from 
the American-Soviet partnership. I am under the impression that Dinge der 
Zeit is opposed to so-called imperialist war, perhaps to all wars. I myself, on 
the contrary, confess to being an outright ‘warmonger’. What is more, I am 
proud of being a warmonger, both for political and for moral reasons. 

If one is desirous of rendering the activities of a political or business 
partnership inocuous, the best way of doing it is to break it up from within, 
le. to promote a quarrel between the associated partners. And should the 
association have been a burdensome and harmful one, the action will logically 
earn the gratitude of those who have been the victims. So, for example, 
during the 100 years after the partition of Poland at the end of the 18th 
century, generations of Poles devoted their efforts towards stirring up an 
armed conflict between Russia, Prussia and Austria. The greatest Polish poet 
prayed to God ‘for war of the peoples!’ because only a war between the 
occupation powers of the time could restore our liberty. But to-day it is not 
just one nation or just Poland which is in question but many nations, a 
host of nations. Those among them who are within the so-called Soviet 


* See Contemporary Issues, Vol. 1, No. 4, ‘Interim Balance Sheet’. 
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sphere of influence are languishing under conditions which make the old 
prisons of Kaiser and Tsar look like pastoral idylls in comparison. 

And if we want to pursue the example of Poland further, the following 
conclusion is inescapable: In the same way as the Prussian Frederick, 
Catherine of Russia and Maria-Theresa overran Poland at that time, the end 
result of the war against the Hitlerite competitor was that Roosevelt, 
Churchill and Stalin launched out against the whole world in order to divide 
it among themselves. This comparison and the consequent conclusion that 
existing conditions can only be successfully combatted by cutting the ties 
which hold the rulers together seem to be completely correct. Yet there is 
undoubtedly a difference, namely the substance, the inner essence of the 
three Powers. 

During the hundred years’ captivity all Poles agreed, it is true, that the 
aim should be the creation of dissension among the united powers, but at the 
same time there were protracted discussions as to which of the three should 
be supported in the event of a conflict, whose victory was more desirable or, 
in other words, which of the three powers was the lesser evil. There was no 
concord on this matter nor in 1914 was definite agreement reached. Why? 
Simply because Russia, Germany and Austria-Hungary at that time naturally 
presented different aspects but were basically very similar in their essence 
and substance as empires — this made choice difficult. That difficulty, 
however, does not exist in the present situation. 


* * * 


Our world has been created in a peculiar fashion in that it represents an 
infinite succession of separate ranks or gradations. As one climbs the stairs 
step by step, a problem has to be solved and an aim to be followed in 
accordance with the hierarchy of things. 

When I met the Americans for the first time in Italy in 1945, when I saw 
the drunken soldiers, the Roman horse-cabs rushing about crammed with 
whistling and yelling Americans seeking the Army night clubs; when I got 
to know the usual behaviour—the idea used to obsess me: ‘Oh God, what if 
Goebbels’ “Signal” should prove to be correct!’ 

Even to-day, the sight of a person chewing gum induces nausea in me. 
When I hear the sounds of American jazz mocking all harmony on the radio 
I automatically switch off the receiver. But should a war break out between 
the Bolsheviks and the Americans, I would as automatically place myself at 
the disposal of the Americans. 

In order to discover the reasons for this, it is first necessary to attain 
clarity about the fact that humanity does not know absolute values and will 
never know them. The values we have to deal with are exclusively compara- 
tive. I have lived under both the Stalinist and the Nazi occupations, and 
when I arrived abroad and my compatriots inquired regarding the differ- 
ences between the two occupations, my reply was: “The Germans caused us 
to become heroes, the Bolsheviks—dirt.’ Such was the extent of the funda- 
mental difference in both the methods and the inner essence of the two 
hostile powers, as it appeared to me. And yet one thing they had in common 
which separated them from all other states—totalitarianism, and its conse- 
quences. In spite of this, the relationship of Nazi to Stalinist totalitarianism 
was, if I may say so, that of a tiny toy elephant to a hundred year old 
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elephant bull in the African bush. This fact must be honestly recognised 
despite all the horrors of the German concentration camps because what is 
involved, above all, is not differences in the sphere of physical force but in 
spiritual methods of extermination. 

The general impression I retained of the Nazi occupation was one of 
continuous shouting, screaming and shooting. By contrast, the impression 
of Stalinist domination in the long run was one of—dead silence. The 
reasons are obvious. For the courage to shoot back, a special intellectual 
disposition is necessary. He who is stricken by intellectual paralysis, however, 
loses both the desire and the capacity to defend himself from ruin. Precisely 
in this way, numberless millions are being intellectually destroyed to-day 
behind the ‘Iron Curtain’, as they could never have been destroyed in gas 
chambers. 

But what is the reason for the misjudgement of the contemporary situation 
which sometimes seems to indicate an absolute ignorance on the part of 
public opinion about the essence of Bolshevism? In my opinion, it is to be 
found in the failure to appreciate the hierarchy of things. There is, for 
example, unawareness of the anomaly of refusing diplomatic relations with 
Franco Spain on allegedly ideological grounds while maintaining them with 
Stalinist Russia. The total population of the Iberian Peninsula, however, is 
less than the number of those who ‘populate’ the Stalinist concentration 
camps. Not only are Bolshevism and Fascism falsely treated as equals in the 
best of cases but the utterly illogical expression of ‘Red Fascism’ is utilised 
in order to characterise Stalinism unfavourably. How would it be were we to 
call a murderer a ‘cheat’ in order to brand him more severely? One should 
rather insult Fascism as ‘black or brown Bolshevism’ than the reverse! 

Every simplification runs the risk of becoming superficial. But if we are 
not to tar Fascism with the same brush as Bolshevism, how can we do this 
with ‘Americanism’ simply because it has done and still is doing business 
with Bolshevism? 

It is not merely wrong to equate Bolshevism and Americanism but it is 
impossible. So-called Americanism, as such, to-day represents something 
inferior and its particular features must be rightly considered as a danger to 
the future of mankind but in spite of that, it cannot in any way be compared 
with the present of Stalinism. Would one, while a great conflagration is 
blazing, draw attention to a solitary burning hut on the basis that, in an 
indefinite future, it might give rise to a conflagration? It is definitely 
abominable that potatoes and other products are destroyed on a large scale 
in America instead of being distributed to the poor. However this is not to 
be compared with the existence of millions of white slaves in Russia under 
conditions never known to the black slaves of America even during the 
darkest hours of the official slave trade. 

But let us leave atrocity examples for a while. The essential difference 
does not lie in the existence of slaves but in what is generally called ‘free 
everyday life’. Only one who has been like myself a ‘Soviet citizen’ and has 
had to abstain not only from speaking, reading and writing but even thinking 
freely, will fully appreciate these pages in which I am allowed freely to utter 
whatever I think about America as well. It is immediately when I criticise 
America that I realise the great gulf existing between the Soviets and 
America. In short: behind the ‘Iron Curtain’ to-day whole peoples are being 
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spiritually downtrodden, deprived of their nationality, Bolshevistically 
‘remoulded’, transformed into physical and intellectual slaves. And we... 
but now the following example comes to mind. 

Let us assume that an individual hates the police of his country and 
generally detests everything connected with them. Now let him learn that 
criminals have broken into the next-door room and ill-treated a defenceless 
woman. Would he not then wish to call for the police, in spite of his 
abhorrence, or perhaps even join the arriving police in order to assist them 
personally in arresting the scoundrels? Surely he would do this. 

... Would to God only that the police do not make common cause with 
the criminals! 

. . * 

The greatest falsehood perpetrated by the so-called Western Allies does 
not consist in their preparing for and desiring a new war, as Moscow asserts, 
but on the contrary in their not desiring it and in their unwillingness to take 
the field for humane ideals as they apparently did so unselfishly against 
Hitler. 

It is just the present attitude of the ‘democracies’ towards Stalinism which 
makes it unequivocally clear that the past war (excluding those countries like 
Finland, Poland, Yugoslavia, etc., which directly defended their independ- 
ence) was not an ideological war but the suppression of a competitor who 
had become dangerous. This fact has been confirmed on many occasions and 
especially at the Nuremberg Trials. The Germans were tried there not for 
their crimes but for their defeat. To make this fact indubitably clear to all 
and especially the Germans, notorious criminals like the mass murderers of 
Katyn were not put into the dock but at the judges’ table as though the 
intention was to tell the Nazis: ‘Now see what you could have arranged had 
you won the war!’ The most incredible of all was that the Bolsheviks, the 
inventors of concentration camps, participated in the ‘re-education’ of the 
Germans. 

Metternich once described the ‘Holy Alliance’ as idle chatter. The alliance 
of the democrats with Stalinists is unfortunately not idle chatter but repre- 
sents the peak of mendacity hitherto encountered in human experience. 

It is saying little to record to-day that the Stalinists committed the same 
crimes as the Nazis in the same space of time but were not sentenced to be 
hanged and, on the contrary, were rewarded with half the world like a 
fairy prince. In reality, the Bolsheviks began their activities when Hitler 
was still an unknown political vagabond and Stalin continues to perpetrate 
the same crimes after Hitler has been dead five years. 

To-day a well-known picture is being circulated to compromise Stalin 
in which he is shown heartily shaking von Ribbentrop’s hand. From the 
point of view of the degree of morality, however, it is primarily Ribbentrop 
who is being compromised by it—it would have been better to publish it 
five years ago as part of the accusation against him in the Nuremberg 
war crimes trial. 

Recently Monsieur David Rousset ostentatiously initiated a violent cam- 
paign in Figaro Littéraire against the Soviet concentration camps on the 
grounds that these are similar to the Nazi camps. 

Is that the sole reason for branding them? Bearing in mind the fact 
that the Soviet camps were already in existence thirty years ago, it would 
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seem that there has been some delay in opening the question. Could it be 
that Monsieur Rousset had not heard of Soloniewicz’ famous book, Russia 
in the Concentration Camp or the reminiscences of the White Ruthenian 
poet, Olechnowicz, regarding the Solowki Islands, published long before 
the war? Nor anything at all of the numerous reports about the terror 
sweeping the USSR which reached Western Europe in the 30’s? Certainly, 
he has the right to reply that he had not read anything, did not want to 
read, or did read but did not believe, etc. But why does Rousset and in- 
numerable other people like him shrink even to-day from the logical con- 
clusions of a fact after they have declared themselves convinced about the 
actual situation and that they are sincerely attempting to make it clear to 
their readers that Stalinism is nothing but a criminal enslavement of 
people? 

I am here thinking of all those who (starting with the Pope, Churchill, 
Spaak, de Gaulle and Truman down to the mass of lesser politicians, 
writers and the broadest layers of the informed public) despite their 
informedness about’ the actual state of affairs, remain under the same 
‘blanket of peace’ with the Stalinists and their accomplices and dare not 
pronounce the correct word ‘war’ but on the contrary brag: We are for 
peace and do not want — God forbid — a ‘hot war’ with the Soviets nor 
have we ever wanted it. 

In this connection, I would like to state my opinion that he who brands 
a crime and is, at the same time, not only opposed to the solely and exclu- 
sively effective means of fighting it but actually praises non-belligerence 
towards it as the highest virtue, must be considered as either illogical or 
deceitful. 

The Western Democracies allegedly do not want war because it might 
involve bloody sacrifices. They are correct enough about the sacrifices but 
is a modern commonwealth conceivable which declares itself against 
banditry while simultaneously rejecting police measures for fear of possible 
shooting and sacrifice of life? Or a commonwealth shocked about a fire in 
which men, women and children are perishing miserably, but at the same 
time forbidding the fire brigade to extinguish the blaze because several 
firemen might get burnt? Would we not be right to deduce from such an 
attitude the disastrous conclusion that the police actually have an under- 
standing with the bandits or the fire service with the incendiary and that 
the usual shocked disapprobation of those people is nothing but deceit and 
hypocrisy? And if a man wished to be at peace with his conscience would 
he not contribute something to the alteration of those conditions? 


* * * 


What then is the use of all the talk, the empty babble? Nobody believes 
that the democratic gentlemen for one moment suppose that the Stalinists 
could be peacefully ‘re-educated’ by the American radio. Why do M. 
Rousset and his friends demand the establishment of an International 
Enquiry Commission? Do they really believe in all sincerity that the 
Stalinists would admit one? Can it be that he who pleads for an ‘Enquiry’ 
instead of a crusade for the liberation of the enslaved, can it be that he, 
as a Frenchman, does not know the proverb: Le mieux est Pennemi du bien! 

I do not wish to represent myself as being naive and to pretend to be 
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ignorant of what is involved. In spite of all love for their fellow-men, the 
Western democracies do not wish to lose a single hair for the sake of a 
neighbour. The sufferers are not the Americans, British, French, etc., but 
the Finns, Esthonians, Latvians, Lithuanians, Poles, Germans, Russians, 
White Russians, Ukranians, Czechs, Slovaks, Slovenes, Hungarians, 
Rumanians, Albanians, Bulgarians, Tartars, Yakuts, Eskimos, Chukchens, 
Manchurians, Mongols, Chinese, etc. — a long series of peoples who have 
fallen under Stalin’s domination. The real impulse to action of the Western 
powers is political selfishness in the narrowest sense of the word — a 
selfishness to which everyone of us has the right to appeal in spite of 
adherence to the Christian faith. The deceitfulness serves only to deceive 
others. In itself it would be nothing new and nothing so bad if it had not 
reached the limit of cynicism. 

That the Western statesmen openly announce that the USSR should be 
permitted to shape her internal affairs in her own way and nothing would 
be more desirable than the continuance of friendly co-operation between 
the ‘Soviet State’ and the Western Powers is only to be considered as 
political egoism. But when the same statesmen add to this the statement 
that the Soviet regime is violating the rights of peoples and individuals 
and they claim to be shocked, they are simply being cynical. 

I am personally in favour of complete freedom of speech, regardless of 
whether it would serve selfishness or even cynicism. People in London have 
the right to drink their daily ‘tea’ in peace, while elsewhere there is un- 
precedented misery and millions of slaves are living on pine needles or 
dying of scurvy. No man should be compelled to sacrifice himself for 
another, to fight for him or to give his life. Nobody should be forbidden 
the right to express and disseminate his personal opinions and the opinion 
urging war against the Soviets is included in this freedom of opinion, as 
well as the sweetly dishonest lamentations about the oppression of man. 
Yes, dishonesty must also be included in the rights of free speech. 

On the other hand, sharp protest must be made against the habit, so 
prevalent to-day, of insulting those who are unwilling to share or co-operate 
in the hypocrisy of the Western democracies. I shall not bother to make a 
long list of well-known magazines and most worthy authors who to-day 
all over the world are indulging in the following refrain: 

‘Only a fool or a criminal can favour a third world war.’ 

The tragic-comic paradox lies in the fact that this phrase has in practice 
become gospel for yesterday’s Nuremberg judges and alleged liberators of 
the peoples. Despite this gospel, I could prove easily in any public court 
proceeding that I, as a supporter of war against the Soviets, am neither 
a ‘fool’ nor a ‘criminal’; that I have never shaken Stalin or any other violator 
of the rights of man by the hand, as did the war criminal Ribbentrop, as 
did Roosevelt, Churchill, etc. and as many ‘democrats’ are still doing; that 
the desire to fight for the liberation of other people is no crime but an 
honour and a meritorious act; that in consequence I have every moral right 
to be proud of my so-called ‘warmongering’ (i.e. my stand for something 
noble); and that reproaches addressed to me of ‘fool’ or ‘criminal’ rebound 
on their originator. 
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THE BANKRUPTCY OF 
‘APARTHEID’ 


South Africa’s Trek From Progress Continues 


In analysing the specific course taken in South Africa by the world con- 
tractionist tendency, ‘South Africa’s Trek From Progress’ (CONTEMPORARY 
Issues, No. 3) predicted that ‘the increasing repression which is on the 
order of the day can scarcely be confined to the illegalized non-European 
peoples but must involve wider and wider sections of society’. The article 
went on to draw the following conclusion: ‘A persistent democratic move- 
ment in whatever connection cannot but find itself in concurrence with the 
emancipatory demands of the total population—for South Africa it is a 
truth of particular moment that the present struggles against Statification 
will never succeed if they remain solely within the boundaries of the white 
population. No group can safeguard or extend its freedoms alone.’ 


I 


The record of the year which has passed in the Union has corroborated 
the prediction with an abundance of detail and is an emphatic illustration 
of this conclusion. Step by step, the Malan Government (the present South 
African agent of the world trend towards authoritarianism, capable only of 
restricting but never of improving) breaks one election promise after another 
and, revealing the true content of white supremacy politics in our day, 
embarks on a course of extending Spartan regimentation over the population 
as a whole. Incorrectly having attacked Smuts’s United Party as weakening 
the foundations of white supremacy, the ‘Nationalist? Government repairs 
the ‘damage’ with measures like the Mixed Marriages Act and Immorality 
Amendment Bill (prohibiting marriages and sexual intercourse between 
white and non-white), the large-scale utilization of non-white convict labour 
for farms’ (inevitably creating an incentive for more convictions on State- 
made offences against the all-embracing pass laws), segregation in railway 


* Replying to a question in Parliament, the Minister of Justice, Mr. C. R. Swart 
agreed that the sending of convict labour to farms was a form of forced labour 
(against which, his Government’s travelling salesman, Mr. Eric Louw inveighed 
at UNO last year) but it was perhaps better than sending persons to prison for 
technical (!) offences. It was wrong to say that the gaols were controlled by 
private people — they were under wardens supplied by the Department of Prisons 
although the gaols were built by the farmers. This statement, revealing a fine 
co-operation between private and nationalized enterprise, is only capped by those 
of other ‘Nationalist’ M.P.s, e.g. Mr. J. T. Bezuidenhout in the same debate 
thought it was a pity that there should be complaints against attempts to allow 
Native convicts to lead a normal life on farms. 
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stations and post offices, abolition of the school-feeding scheme for under- 
nourished Atrican children,* abolition of the pathetically few medical 
scholarships for non-white students, lowering non-white pay in State enter- 
prises, armed police raids into the non-white townships, etc. 

It is clear that the enslavement of the African people has, since the 
war, uninterruptedly become more acute inside the framework of economic 
contractionism. Under ever-worsening conditions it is only natural that 
the behaviour of the Africans is no longer characterized by the more or less 
passive adaptation of the war-time ‘prosperity’ years but is now changing to 
more active resistance. The following is quoted from an editorial in the 
Rand Daily Mail (1.2.50): ‘We are at the point where an arrest made in a 
native area can easily produce something like a minor battle. Nor should 
anyone for a moment overlook the most significant feature of Sunday’s 
clash in Newclare: the police were not able to enter the location that 
night. By whatever standards one wishes to judge this astonishing situation 
— and it is growing worse from week to week — how can one come to 
any conclusion but that it presents a frightening picture?’ 

At the same time as Dr. Malan carries out these discriminating segre- 
gation measures, he has explicitly rejected the proposal of the Dutch 
Reformed Churches for total segregation as an ‘Ideal’ (i.e. ideal for election 
propaganda) but impractical in present circumstances. Cheap black labour 
is more than ever the indispensable basis of mining and agriculture * and 
even a theoretical re-statement of his own party programme (that of 
thorough-going apartheid) at this stage would hardly be consonant with 
Dr. Malan’s claims for the incorporation of the adjacent Protectorates 
(African population — over a million, white population — infinitesimal: 
another vast reservoir of cheap black labour for mining and agriculture). 


ai 


Correctly the electioneering ‘Nationalist’ Party had condemned the Smuts 
Government as the instrument of the wealthier whites, pursuing a policy 
which raised the cost of living. But Dr. Malan himself can offer no 


alternative. He has given the following ‘simple answer’ to the country’s 
problems: 


‘For some time to come South Africa, including all sections of our 
economic life, will be required to exercise self-discipline, like all other 


countries have to a greater or lesser extent been called on to do.’ (Sunday 
Times, Johannesburg, 1.1.50) 


* The strength of the general protest against so blatantly inhuman an act subse- 
quently forced the Government to retract to the extent of only(!) reducing the 
subsidy by half. 

* At the Transvaal ‘Nationalist’ Conference, a delegate complained that African 
labourers received too high a wage on the State Railways — 3s. a day — and this 
deprived farmers of labour. Mr. Sauer, Minister of Railways, promised to reduce 
the rate or to abolish the cost of living allowance. (Rand Daily Mail, 8.9.49) 

*Her economic policy should be to concentrate on the production and export 
of gold, diamonds, chrome, copper, manganese, coal, wool, wines, etc., encourage 
only those local industries which are not dependent on imported raw materials, 
and import goods from other countries where they can be more economically 
produced. .. . There will not be adequate labour for mining and agriculture if 
excessive labour is attracted to secondary industry by higher wages and better 


conditions.’ Chairman, S.A. Distilleries and Wines Ltd., Times 17.11.49 (My 
italics — D.K.) 
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The ‘self’-discipline is realized largely through the recent raising of railway 
rates, measures like import control (the impingement on South Africa of 
American economic preponderance in the framework of ever-worsening 
saturation of world markets and chronic ‘shortage of dollars’,") etc. These 
measures have dealt a deadly blow to secondary industry, the economic 
basis for expanding development in the Union, and aggravate the high 
prices and scarcity of consumer goods. 

The housing shortage is acute, especially among the non-Europeans *, food 
prices have in many instances doubled and trebled*, and the anomalies of 
subsidised agriculture are more scandalously obvious than for a long time’. 

These intolerable and further deteriorating conditions have already 
crossed the colour line and have evoked, as was anticipated from the analysis 
in ‘South Africa’s Trek From Progress,’ opposition from every section of 
society, including movements against segregation, struggles against infringe- 
ment of freedom of conscience, campaigns against the cost of living, protest 
against measures like the Citizenship Bill (placing arbitrary powers of 
screening and denaturalization in Ministerial hands), the Population Regis- 
tration Bill (described as a ‘studbook’ for all South Africa), a multitude of 
bans, and not least the outbreaks caused by desperation, in the African 
townships. 

Resistance, however, unfortunately tends to remains sporadic, compart- 
mentalized and, not infrequently, divided against itself. There is general 
failure to pursue specific issues to their logical conclusions, let alone to 
attempt to connect up properly the different expressions of opposition. The 


biggest culprit here is, of course, the United Party whose opposition to the 
‘Nationalist’ policy is usually spurious. But the defect is general as is crystal- 
lized by the Battersby case — all the more sharply because an isolated 
rabid fascist, commanding no sympathy even from his co-thinkers, was 


‘Correlated with this is the increasing threat of Japanese, i.e. American- 
sponsored competition in the Union. 

*The Department of Native Affairs reports that native housing was ‘desperate’ 
in 1946-47 (when Smuts ruled) but ‘worse’ in 1947-48, (Sunday Express, Johannes- 
burg, 19.6.49). 

* According to Prof. Batson of Cape Town University, the food budget in Cape 
Town has increased by 75.6 per cent. since 1938-39, men’s clothing by 118 per 
cent. and women’s clothing by 150 per cent. (Diamond Fields Advertiser, 5.7.49). 

"The Durban branch of the S.A. Housewives’ League wrote to the Minister of 
Economic Affairs: ‘When your Government came into power there was hope that 
your promises to reduce the cost of living would bring easier living conditions. 
For a year we have been writing and sending telegrams to Ministers — appealing, 
protesting and demanding — but the cost of living still soars. We are of the 
opinion that foods necessary for the health of the nation — fats, milk and fruit — 
should, and could with proper management be within the reach of all.’ Marie 
Antoinette Louw’s reply to complaints of this nature is that the high cost of living 
is due to extravagant living (especially among African railway labourers) and lack 
of thrift. (South African Press Association, 18.2.50). The margarine controversy, 
in particular, proves that the interests of subsidised agriculture (as mining) are an 
overriding concern of this Government as of all its predecessors, Although South 
African margarine was being exported to Rhodesia, its free sale in the Union was 
prohibited because it would compete with butter, a scarce commodity (perhaps 
because it, too, is exported and because of the low productivity of agriculture 
based on cheap black labour) and beyond the reach of those with small incomes. 
After a campaign by Women’s organizations, the Minister of Agriculture issued a 
ukase permitting the free sale of margarine but with a colour ‘distinctly different 
from butter’ and with a tax raising its price. 
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involved.” Battersby, an immigrant from Britain, published an anti-Semitic 
and anti-democratic rag in Pretoria which aroused a barrage of protest and 
agitation from ‘democratic’ organisations, ranging from the United Party 
to the Communist Party. The well-known Johannesburg Liberal journal, 
The Forum (28.5.49) set the keynote when it said: ‘Dr. Donges knows how 
to remedy the situation.’ And, indeed, this clamour might have been 
specially incited by the Government (one commentator, at least, suggested 
in advance that it was) in order to establish a precedent for further bans 
under ‘democratic’ auspices. Accordingly Dr. Donges (Minister of the 
Interior) resorted to his usual methods and Battersby was refused re-entry 
into the Union. This was hailed as a victory by every shade of opinion, 
including the ‘Nationalists’ and even staunch fascist bodies like the New 
Order and the Ossewa Brandwag who, confessing that Battersby was an 
embarrassment to their cause, only objected to the ban on the grounds that 
it was done for ‘democracy’. The Natal Witness (24.8.49) alone distinguished 
itself from the discreditable chorus by presenting the issue properly: ‘[It is] 
impossible to suppress lightly unpopular publications without endangering 
the freedom of all those of whose views the Government does not approve. 
The freedom of the Press is indivisible.’ The fulfilment of the prognostica- 
tion has been rapid enough. Armed with a precedent so cheaply achieved, the 
Government now justifies its proposed suppressions of ‘Communism’ on 
grounds conveniently established by the ‘democratic’ opposition. 

The suppression of dissident opinion is already under way. ‘Communism’ 
has already been given the widest connotations by the Government which 
firmly believes in guilt by association. Minister Louw said of the National 
Union of South African Students, representing the students of all English- 
medium universities, that any organization which did not want to acknowl- 
edge colour bars had no right to exist in South Africa. (SAPA, 26.7.49). 
Individuals like Bishop Lavis, Dr. A. Keppel Jones, etc., have already been 
bracketed with the ‘Communists’. Mr. Sam Kahn, M.P., single Communist 
Native Representative, has been prohibited from addressing meetings out- 
side his own constituency, an unheard-of ban, several Communist publica- 
tions have been forbidden entry into the country; certain Christian 
pamphlets in Zulu; issues of overseas periodicals like Picture Post containing 
photographs of negroes boxing whites; films like ‘Home of the Brave’, etc. 
On record is the notorious declaration of Mr. Erasmus, who, as the Nieuwe 
Rotterdamsche Courant commented, does little honour to his historic name: 
‘As Minister of Posts and Telegraphs I want to say to those people who 
send reports to newspapers overseas, slandering South Africa [i.e. Govern- 
ment repressions! D.K.] that they must not expect that all their reports will 
reach their destination.’ Recently the cartoonist and the editor of the 
Johannesburg Sunday Express were fined for publishing a cartoon satirising 
the incorporation of the Protectorates, and there are a number of similar cases. 

Of sinister omen too were the recent secret consultations between Mr. 
C. R. Swart, Minister of Justice, and Sir Percy Sillitoe, head of British 
M.1.5, evidently to discuss common action against ‘Communism’ in Africa, 
and African Nationalism. This is an urgent matter on which the British 
public also should exercise their right to further information. It is probably 


§ While we are naturallv bitterly opposed to any fascist, we object to the use of 
undemocratic means for ‘overcoming’ fascism. 
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in conformity with the militarization of the Union as bastion of so-called 
Empire defence in Africa.’ 

In regard to these restrictions and proposed restrictions, the opposition 
forces display the utmost confusion and confusionism. The United Party 
is prepared to concede an enactment suppressing Communism providing 
some of the more flagrant and all-embracing provisions are softened down. 
The Communist Party itself appeals rightly to liberty of conscience and 
utterance but, as the Battersby case demonstrated, limits these rights ex- 
clusively to tendencies specified by itself (i.e. useful to it at the given 
moment). There is no difference between this pattern and that followed 
by th ‘Nationalists’ and United Party, and the arguments are also identical 
mutatis mutandis.” The moment democracy is compromised, the door is 
left wide open to opportunism, bureaucracy and betrayal. 

In order to break through the bureaucratic conformism and strangulation 
in South African politics, it is necessary to create an informed democratic 
milieu through active struggle, in which the participants have at all times the 
fullest control over their representatives and the latter, in turn, undertake 
the task of informing and being informed by the participants. Furthermore, 
in pioneering each limited struggle as far as it will go, it is necessary also 
to pioneer it to the greatest possible extent into its proper general context, 
that is, to demonstrate through actions and educationally to particular 
interests that their cause is bound up with other particular causes, and that 
all progressive resistance in fact has a common emancipatory aim. Only by 
such all-sided consequent work can permanent independent processes be 
stimulated in South Africa.” 

It is not strange, therefore, that the only practical beginnings for proper 
democratic struggle in South Africa lies at present outside the political 
parties and established organizations, as in the case of the present campaign 
for freedom of conscience against attempts to introduce ‘Christian National 
Education’. The fact that ‘Christian National Education’ has already been 
stigmatised by religious bodies outside the Dutch Reformed Church as 
‘unChristian’ and, be it noted, by Presbyterians and Methodists as ‘unCal- 
vinist’, should remove any misapprehensions caused by the name.” It 

°A military training scheme has been announced for school-leaving youths, on 
completion of which diplomas will be awarded which will be a strong recom- 
mendation for Government employment [in a country where already in 1936, a 
quarter of the gainfully employed Europeans worked for the State]. (Rand Daily 
Mail, 1.4.49.) The ‘Nationalist’ regime has been steadily substituting its own 
nominees in controlling positions in the Army, as in other departments of the 
civil service, it should be noted. Further, the principal argument now advanced 
for the incorporation of the Protectorates is that this is required for the Empire 
defence of Africa. With a deal in view, Dr. Malan notably now dampens the 
republican ardour of his followers, 

Smaller groupings are also included. Timidity on the part of the ‘progressives’ 
is always justified by reference to the state of a fictitious ‘public opinion’, 

"This work is the reverse of the demagogic methods, for example, of the Com- 
munist Party which works in terms of fronts, organizational structures, i.e. alliances 
with executives, the artificial incitation of movements (‘excitative’ methods) nor 
— : stop with the resolution-mongering and lack of consistency of so many 

'? Sister Frances Mary, one of the founders of the Education League: ‘We may 
even say that the policy would not be Christian if it told us we must have 


Christian teachers. The teacher must be safeguarded and the conscience clause 
must not be allowed to go by the board.’ (The Friend, 2.5.49). 
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involves concretely regimentation in education, and its leading sponsors 
(supported by ‘Nationalist’ Ministers) air projects like a ‘Christian orientated 
science’, etc. It is worth mentioning in this connection that the Dutch 
Reformed Churches in Holland have criticised those in South Africa for 
attempting to base certain concepts on the Scriptures unjustifiably, e.g. 
white supremacy. A most comprehensive dissident tendency has grown up, 
involving teachers from the leading universities, including Stellenbosch, 
the oldest Afrikaans-medium university and always a centre of Nationalism, 
and students, doctors, churches, schools, women’s organisations, etc. At 
present the struggle is being waged specifically around the Potchefstroom 
University Bill now before Parliament. The significance of the bill is that 
it establishes a precedent for enquiring into the convictions of professors 
and lecturers, hitherto safeguarded by the ‘conscience clause’ in the Univer- 
sities Act.” A number of United Party M.P.s, including General Smuts 
who also supports Dr. Malan in the demand for the incorporation of the 
Protectorates, have accepted the Bill following some trifling modifications. 

The basis of resistance is an authentic democratic principle and it can 
have the widest repercussions for all South Africa. The forging of mental 
chains is the indispensable prerequisite of an authoritarian regime and con- 
versely the smashing of those chains is the first step in a progressive 
development. Despite all the attempts by the Government and the pro- 
tagonists of C.N.E. to label this struggle as a United Party and party poli- 
tical affair (the Parliamentary behaviour of the U.P. gives this the lie) it is 
outside the party framework. For the struggle to gain momentum, it is only 
necessary that it be conducted on the basic recognition that the issue under- 
lying it is the colour bar for on this alone is the ‘perverted Calvinism’ “ of 
white supremacy founded. The principle involved is worthy of unconditional 
support, though its proper development must take it into the mainstream of 
all Union politics—unqualified democratic freedom irrespective of race or 
creed. The allies for struggle are not two but eleven million. 

May, 1950. 

** Clause 31 of the new Bill which provides Potchefstroom University with the 
right to put prospective lecturers to a religious test, is rightly described by the 
Education League as part of the growing and dangerous movement to abolish 
the Conscience Clause from education in S.A, and to introduce ‘Christian- 
orientated science’ (anti-evolutionist science) into educational institutions, A uni- 
versity which would be largely supported by all South African taxpayers had ‘no 
moral right to insist that its teachers should be Christians, unless it refused the 


Government subsidy which was partly paid for by non-Christians’. (Natal Daily 
News, 17.3.50). 

Despite all ideological trimmings, the white supremacy doctrine is basically an 
economic matter and in Rhodesia, for example, there is little attempt to link it to 
religious ‘justifications’. 


PASTOR KNEES 

A word about what to our regret cannot be contained in_ this 
number. We have in our possession a letter which Pastor Knees wrote from 
Werl prison to the judge who had sentenced him. Roneod copies are 
available both in German and in English translation and will be published 
together with an account of our campaign on behalf of Knees in issue 
number 7. 
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ns. Under the glare of a red light stand seven old women clad in 
aa sack-cloth and ashes. 

on- CHORUS: Here outside the house, let us stand. 

sive Old women who have had our day and worn out our 
rO- nylons, 

oli- Worn out the pride in ours, the classical tradition, 

it 18 Here let us stand and wait. 

only It is seven long years since our master 

e The patriarchal mentor left us and they say he is return- 

0 ing 

onal Returning to his flock and to danger. 

n of Oh Thomas, John Thomas, stay away from our door. 

e or Here is only trouble and treason. 
:; The young girls intractable, always contentious, 
10. Disorder and chaos, meagre the takings. 
h the (To the tune of ‘Shenandoah’) 
lish Seven long years have we worked ourselves to the bone, 
stian- Seven long years of walking and waking 
uni- With no one to guide us, no one to receive the takings, 
: Whoring and partly whoring. 
Daily OLD Woman: Whoring and sometimes doing it for love. 

CHORUS: But that wasn’t very often. 

* an The young girls intractable, foreign competition, 

it to 


Disrespect for property, the men are what they were, 
Human nature never changes. 

Seven long years of picking the scabs from our wounds, 
Adulterating brandy, preparing the ship sherry, 

+ Looking for likely customers who turned out to be 


igolos in disguise. 
po It sas not been on 
i a It has not been easy. 
ws “ OLD Woman: Whoring and sometimes doing it for love. 
oo CHORUS: Nevertheless, Thomas, those have been things we 
understand. 
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We have known the common dangers, 

The positive reaction in the test-tube, 

The slow suppuration in the scab, 

We have known ulcers and discharges, 

The failure of colonic irrigation, 

We have known the long hours in the hospital waiting 
room, 

We have known the itching palm of the police 

And we have known the night in the cell. 

Whoring and sometimes doing it for love. 

Nevertheless, Thomas, those have been things we 
understand. 

We have known the pansy and the insatiable sailor, 

We have known the impotent and made him pay, 

We have known the pimp who beat us 

And we have known the fly in the brandy. 

Whoring and sometimes doing it for love. 

We have seen frogs in our whisky 

And albumen in the gin, 

We have known the police raid 

But none of these have frightened us 

As the news of your return. 

Turn back, John Thomas, turn back, fly back to France 

And the legalised brothels, the racket here is too hard. 


SCENE II 


Thomas Pickpocket, the patriarch, arrives. He is immediately 
surrounded by four temptations, wearing Zoot suits. 


First TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


First TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


First TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


First TEMPTER: 


‘THOMAS: 


Hoping your serenity 

Will excuse my obscenity, 

I have come in a spirit of depravity 

Straight from the lavatory. 

What do you want? 

Nothing, my lord, nothing but to offer what’s yours 
The rights of the district, the takings of its whores. 
You offer me nothing I desire. 

There was a time when Thomas, good old John Thomas 
Wasn’t too proud to have a drink on us. 

If, my lord, having been born 

May afford to scorn 

That dissipation, 

Yet, my lord—— 

You waste your breath. 

Then, my lord, remains death. 

That’s all, that’s all, that’s all. 
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First TEMPTER: 


SECOND TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


SECOND TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 
THIRD TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 
THIRD 'TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 
THIRD TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


FourTH TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


FouRTH TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


FourRTH TEMPTER: 


THOMAS: 


FourtH TEMPTER: 


I see that my lord does not fall. 

Well, my lord, if you’re not interested 

I will go as I am requested, 

Hoping your serenity 

Will excuse my obscenity. 

I have come straight from the lavatory 

In a spirit of depravity. 

Pickpocket, the time has arrived for large ventures. 
You mean? 

I mean commerce, I mean buying cheap, selling dear, 
Selling what the others fear. 

I mean distilling brandy 

Sell to sailors when they’re randy 

At exorbitant profits. 

I mean illicit liquor 

Make wogs and niggers shicker. 

A shebeen-keeper runs a terrible risk. 

Correct, Thomas, you rightly refused. 

My proposition is entirely legal. 

Who are you? 

You may call me a plain-speaking man, Thomas. 
Keeping bordels is petty for your spirit 

And selling brandy was never better. 

Our concern is something greater. 

For a plain-speaking man you sound like a promoter. 
How did you guess? That’s exactly my message. 
Utilizing your knowledge of the racket, 

Can beat the police and trap the rabble, 

Winning rich lucre as fast as you are able. 

This is simply silly babble. 

But I, Thomas, you will find 

Cogent and irrefutable. 

You I never expected. 

You will soon understand. 

I am not loud-mouthed like your whore 

Nor like your liquor-dealer betrayed by smell 
Nor like your contact man 

Are idle promises my resources. 

No, Thomas, I am here in answer to your prayer. 
Be more explicit. 

Agreed, Thomas, as you have recognized 

Times have altered, this is no period-piece. 

Men of your stamp may enter their own 

And mingle with the great 

In a position of absolute solidity. 

Think, Thomas, think of your high purpose. . . 
But you offer me abstraction. 

The others at least offered me money 

But you promise intangibles. . . . 

Prestige has always been your ambition. 
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Power and glory in an economy of shrinkage, 
The centre of a narrow circle. . . . 

But think, Tommy, think of the export-import gap, 
The dollar shortage and production. 

Your intent is devious. 

Not so devious as seems. 

It was your most inventive thought 

During the prolix idleness of exile and 

Though you may despise the power and the glory 
Seem a thing of shreds and patches, possibly 

You may see that what was private becomes public, 
Your secret wish is also common good. 

Labour is human and recalcitrant 

Demanding food and clothing for its little usage, 
Deceived by fancies, obsessed by freedom, 

Ever consuming, but Pickpocket consider 

How tiny might become the treacherous gap 

And you, Thomas, the universal director and trainer 
In a world that would gratify self-denial. 

Glory, Pickpocket, reconstruction, 

Peace, order, hierarchy, the spirit, death. 

Complex and insoluble the problem. 

By private motive, public effort may be misled. 

But high taxation, quest from office to office 

Vainly seeking the conclusive answer 

Through a wilderness of forms, 

My endeavours blighted. 

No. No. My personal intent shall be simple 
Regardless of the corridors of government, 

To be martyr is not my wish and martyr to the State 
For brief aggrandisement was never my intent. 

Go, for nothing shall persuade me 

To employ in industry my practical cats. 


(The tempters leave.) 


Now I know what I want. 

It’s always wrong to want the wrong things 

The wrong way when you think wrongly 

But when you think rightly and want the right things 
You might go wrong by setting about it wrongly. 
For example, if you are sitting on a merry-go-round 
And it’s going fast and you get dizzy 

When it stops then your head is still going round 
But my head has stopped going round 

And the merry-go-round is going round 

But in the middle where the barrel organ is 

It is not moving unless somebody pushes it 

So I am going round so that in the middle 

I am not pushed. 
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SCENE IIi 
Hawkers pass singing. 


‘Since shabbas a fortnight . . . a voice was heard crying.’ 
‘Toffee apples seven pence each. . . .’ 

‘Flowers of the Floating World at cut prices.’ 

‘Since shabbas a fortnight, many a good man and true 
has been in and out of gaol... .’ 

‘For selling black market undies. . . .’ 

THOMAS: My children, I have a very difficult thing to tell you. 
Have you never thought it strange that many men in my 
position have not stayed here long? It must be sad for 
you, my children, to see so many men of character leave 
you. But you should really be glad for some have made 
a lot of money, some have achieved positions of respect 
and some are out of harm’s way and no longer com- 
peting. That is the paradox of our position, my Icves. 
When business is good, somebody profits and somebody 
loses, and you are sad. But you should be glad, since 
business is good, and the way it works out is immaterial 
for none of us ought to be materialists. Well, my 
children, I’m afraid that somebody else is shortly going 
to leave you. I am afraid I. . . oh 


(Thomas faints.) 


VoIcEs: Call a doctor. 


(Four medical students rush towards Thomas. ) 


First STUDENT: Where is that Thomas Pickpocket? 
SECOND STUDENT: Come on, Thomas, we have your remedy. 


THIRD STUDENT: Pull it out and plug the socket. 
FourtH STUDENT: No holds barred, instruments ready. 
ALL: Come into the operating theatre, Maud. 
Without anzsthesia or hypnosis 
We'll remove your periphrasis. 
THOMAS: Please be more civil. 
First STUDENT: Stop squirming, you devil. 
SECOND STUDENT: We'll be polite 
THIRD STUDENT: When we've removed the evil. 
THOMAS: You’re not like doctors at all but wild beasts. 
FourtH STUDENT: You'll know us when we’re through. 
First STUDENT: We've just the thing for you. 


(They lay Thomas down. Curtain. The students advance to the 
front of the stage.) 
First StupENT: What we’ve just done must seem awful to you. 


SECOND StuDENT: Perhaps it wasn’t very prudent. 
THIRD STUDENT: It wasn’t our fault. . . 
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First STUDENT: 


SECOND STUDENT: 


THIRD STUDENT: 
First STUDENT: 
ALL: 
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After all, I’m only a student. 

He wouldn’t be still. 

We were careful but . . 

Something dropped. 

The catheter slipped. . . . 

The catheter slipped. . . . 

Woe, woe. Scrub the floors, wash the windows. 

Tear the plaster from the walls, throw the rubbish in the 
bin. 

Don’t walk under ladders, remember to pull the chain, 

Drink water only after it has been boiled, cod liver oil 
is good for you, 

Blow your nose into a handkerchief. 

Look before you cross the road, keep your city clean. 

Switch off the light, turn down the gas, sip coca-cola. 

Polish the furniture, take down the pictures from the 
wall, 

Believe what you read in the newspapers, don’t let 

contradictions bother you and give you high blood 
pressure, 

Clean under the carpets, empty the ash-trays. 

Though Tom was laid low in his pride 

We refuse to weep and it shall not be said 

We gave up faith, though we lament 

This rather tragic incident. 

Go to Europe if you’re afraid 

Where there is a legal black market 

But competition is hard. 

Walk the streets there with nothing to sell 

That you can’t get in the shops, 

But we will remain here and strive 

Here will we remain and live 

Inspired by Pickpocket’s courage, his high ideals, 

Never tormented by doubt or surmise, 

In the grand motto: Production must rise. 

Something has happened we couldn’t understand. 

There is an ominous coloration in our whisky, 

We have seen cockroaches crawling in the ale, 

Pigeons flying across the square, 

Elephants standing in the zoo, 

Locomotives smoking in the railway station, 

Tortoises in the garden, newsvendors shrieking on the 
highway, 

All the radio programmes clamouring in unison, 

There are electric irons in the shop windows __ 

But the best are for export only. Oh cover our eyes, 

Draw the blinds, there is horror in the mouth-organ, 

There is hooliganism in the aspidistra, 

A depression is moving over Iceland, 

The weather reports predict rain and fine weather, 
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Members of Parliament speak in three simultaneous 
voices, 
Oh draw the iron curtain, let the ministers meet and 
meet and meet, 
We are only old women and there is no meat for us. 
OLD WomaN: If Thomas could only have waited a year or two. .. . 
CHORUS: He would have had treatment by the Health Service, 
the Spectacles, teeth and a first class operation. 
Time, time, was his enemy, time past and time present. 


a OLD Woman: If he had only had time future, 
oil CHORUS: But he only had time present, and here we stand, 
Our customary gait as though 
Time past, time present and time future did not matter, 
Sometimes doing it for love. 
the 
CURTAIN 
ood 
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BARGAIN OF A LIFETIME AT CUT-THROAT PRICES 


The President [Truman] said he wants to build up the defences of nations 
outside the pact by selling them ‘used, deteriorated, or obsolescent equip- 
ment’ at less than full cost. 


(Daily Express, 2nd June, 1950.) 





Ray Jackson 


NOTES ON GEORGE BERNARD SHAW 
AS THINKER 


INTRODUCTION 


Dairies of the usual tired formal essay this will be an unusually 
brilliant informal essay. Honesty as well as realism prevent it from being 
labelled objective. This should be pursued further for it is the necessary 
justification of the fashion in which Shaw will be treated. Objectivity is 
absolutely impossible in art and far less possible in science than most 
people imagine. Since science rarely admits of such a blemish what follows 
is intended to prove this statement. No matter how abstruse the subject, it 
always impinges upon national, religious, class or self-interest. What could 
be so recondite and therefore seemingly harmless, as Galileo’s remarks on 
the movement of the sun — which is no less than ninety-three million miles 
outside of our sphere of interest?’ And yet how strenuously ecclesiastical 
authorities objected. And what of the archeologists who dispute as to the 
whereabouts of the original cultural epicentre? Each trying to claim the 
honour for his own nation of being the home of the human race. Then 
there are the zoologists and anthropologists who try to affix our own ‘sacred’ 
family relationships to the promiscuous sexual intercourse of the much 
misunderstood mammal. Finally, to illustrate how fictitious is the imagined 
immunity of science from bias, there are those schools of psychiatric 
therapy, which postulate that the well-adjusted individual adapts himself to 
his environment, instead of adapting so miserable an environment to him- 
self. This certainly offers a wonderful apologia for a rotten civilization! It 
is as though one were to demand of a child, who was accidentally born and 
raised in a mental sanatorium, that it adapt itself to the circumjacent 
idiocy. The analogy is only quantitatively invalid since we are admittedly 
living in a lunatic world. 

The remarks on objectivity are in order since this criticism is not 
esthetic, but, quite frankly, ideological — the way in which Shaw likes to 
be approached. He has written some fine plays but that is not because Shaw 
is a better playwright than thinker (his own unconscious Hegelianism — 
style and content are interdependent, is correct) but because in the better 
plays he has attempted what befits his own intellectual limitations. 

Shaw poses as a thinker, therefore he must accept the responsibilities of 
a thinker; any intelligent person knowing of Shaw’s benevolent attitude 
toward so barbaric a state as Russia, of his pseudo-equalitarian stand on 
the matter of the woman question, and of his antiquated Lamarckianism 
grafted on to the thorny stem of Bergsonian mysticism insofar as philosophy 
and biology are concerned; may, in advance of having read a single play, 
charge him with being a faker rather than a thinker. Such an a priori 
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judgement (which is not really a priori) is, as shall be indicated, in large 
measure correct. 

Shaw constantly bemoans the fact that he pleases people (makes them 
laugh) but that they are too stupid to take him seriously. Thank God for 
that! In the characteristically arrogant preface to MAN AND SUPERMAN, 
Shaw whimpers with the impotent petulance of the rejected genius who has 
offered the keys of the kingdom of heaven to a world too dull to understand 
him. Actually Shaw has offered nothing but what Marx termed, in another 
connection, ‘a half stewed broth of eclecticism’. The tragedy does not lie in 
the circumstance that Shaw’s theories have not been carried out, but that 
they have been seriously considered at all. 


SHAW: CRITIC AND CRITICIZED 

An interesting aspect of Shaw’s thought is his distrust of modern science 
— the reasons for which opinion are valid even if his particular applica- 
tions of it are not. Science, (always to be capitalized in print, or soulfully 
and ceremoniously uttered in speech), Shaw claims, occupies at present the 
same position that superstition occupied in the past; that is, it is regarded 
with uncritical adulation by most people. Thus, the various fields lend 
themselves to all types of quacks who perpetrate their quackery upon the 
adoring, though unsuspecting public. The result is that unscientific subjects 
are classed as scientific and scientific subjects are treated -unscientifically. 
Shaw stretches what is essentially correct in this approach until like an 
over-extended rubber band his idea snaps and comes back to sting him — 
and all for the sake of a precious paradox. So he declares, ‘religion is the 
mother of scepticism, science is the mother of credulity’. Shaw forgets the 
elementary proposition that all things may be made to seem ridiculous; but 
if they are so made then the critic himself becomes ridiculous. 

In any case there is more than a germ of truth in Shaw’s original conten- 
tion. Actually, not only scientists are worshipped, but everyone who practises 
a profession. The really conspicuous deficiency in modern culture is lack of 
judgement. This is so because the single most important effect that the 
advent of capitalism had on the productions of the intellect was that of 
making knowledge specialized or compartmentalized. A specialist may be 
defined as one who specializes in being ignorant of ninety-nine per cent. of 
the world in which he lives. Since the division of labour condemns everyone 
to be stuck in one rut all the time, it means that the vast majority is 
incapable of judging the works of experts, because they are more ignorant 
than they; while fellow experts are unwilling to criticize their comrades-in- 
arms whose belittling may serve to belittle them as well. Hence the peculiar 
cultural phenomenon of our time, the faker. 

The public can hardly be blamed (as Shaw would blame it) for credulity. 
The quack practitioners deserve a heavy weight of disapprobation, but even 
so the question of responsibility is not yet settled. The biggest culprit, as 
has already been indicated, is the economic system (and Shaw, who, as we 
shall see later, is usually extremely mechanistic in censuring the system 
while exonerating the individual, fails to do so much as indicate the former 
factor here). 

The increasingly complex division of labour, however, is not the only 
eeonomic effect of capitalism upon culture; books, for example, are governed 
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by the same laws as all other commodities. In the attempt to undersell 
competitors, quantity rather than quality production is emphasized by 
publishers so that it is no mere accident that for every single thing of value 
that is written, five hundred pieces of trash are also offered to readers. 

The most appropriate test of the above critique of the modern intellect 
would be in the field of Shavian criticism itself. If the examination is 
random and somewhat cursory that is because so much — too much — has 
been written on Shaw. 

The only attempt at analysis made by T. S. Eliot has been in reference 
to Shaw’s didacticism. Parenthetically it may be noted that Eliot once wrote 
of Henry James’ ‘mastery over, his baffling escape from idea; a mastery and 
an escape which are perhaps the last test of a superior intelligence. He had 
a mind so fine that no idea could violate it. . . .’ Thus Eliot establishes 
that superior intelligence consists in having a thick skull. Naturally then, he 
dislikes Shaw, but only because of the latter’s didacticism. Now it is per- 
fectly obvious that literature may or may not be instructive. There are 
brilliant examples of either type. However, where literature is instructive it 
is not the critic’s primary function to bewail the loss of chastity of the work 
of art, but to determine whether the ideas presented are right or wrong. 
Since Eliot never does this, he is in no position to criticize Shaw, and so we 
bid him a hasty though fond adieu. Perhaps, however, one other thing might 
be added in the same general connection — GBS’s absolutely negative 
opinion of the romantic movement in literature is comparable in absurdity to 
Eliot’s thought on didacticism. No type or classification of literature is in and 
of itself bad although there are bad examples of each. All should be judged 
in relation to whether or not they accomplish their purported objectives. 

A new fad has apparently developed in the last few years; the critical 
book of appreciation of living authors, utilizing the ‘what so and so has 
meant to me’ approach.’ This is brought up because just such a book was 
printed concerning Shaw: ‘G.B.S. 90.’ Specialists were invited to write 
essays appraising Shaw from the point of view of their own work. One of 
the few negative criticisms of Shaw was made by A. S. Neill in an essay 
entitled ‘SHaw AND Epucation’. After several pages of mere print Neill 
finally says something; ‘One must realize Shaw is a neurotic, for no active 
sane man would write’. If the criterion for not being neurotic is activity and 
sanity, one can think of dozens of writers who are not neurotic. However. 
to seriously answer such nonsense (which is irrelevant to a consideration of 
Shaw’s ideas anyway) is to endow it with a dignity it does not deserve. It 
might be added that as fashionable as it was a decade or so ago to be called 
‘socialist’ so fashionable is it to-day to be called neurotic. Normality is 
definitely déclassé. A book was published not so long ago with the 
unbelievable title, ‘BE GLap You’RE Neurotic’, for the express purpose, I 
believe, of proving that all great men of history were neurotic. 

At any rate, it soon develops that it is Neill’s intention to berate Shaw 
because of the latter’s correct complaint that schools teach little of value. 
Neill would have schools stop teaching altogether and concentrate on 
making children smile. He writes: “To-day, because our education neglects 


*'The latest example is ‘THE STATURE OF THOMAS MANn’, which, unfortunately 
for the critics, reveals their own stature. 
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the emotions, a child in school has a small amount of intellectual training, 
but his emotions are completely unfulfilled and naturally seek an outlet in 
cheap films and illustrated papers, etc.’ It would be interesting to know 
exactly what Neill considers ‘intellectual training’ to be; is it not precisely 
the faculty of discrimination? What is essentially wrong with Neill’s essay 
is that it displays the peculiar modern tendency of glossing over the obvious 
in an attempt to arrive at ‘deeper’ judgments. What is obviously wrong 
with modern education is that it provides very little intellectual training. 
One should castigate it first for not fulfilling its ostensible purpose rather 
than for not fulfilling a by-product of this purpose — emotional stability. 

Shaw flays modern education because it weighs the student down with 
useless pedantry. And quite appropriately a good deal of the people who go 
in for teaching do so for reasons of security and restfulness. For what is 
a better way to secure a rest than by becoming a pedant in an obscure field? 
History, to use Shaw’s own example, commences with the study of the 
ancient and obscure rather than with alive and interesting contemporary 
events. It is all the more useless if it is taught, as is frequently the case, 
not in an interpretative fashion, but as mere chronology. That is, where 
useful conclusions are not drawn, nor causal relationships sought, history 
becomes an amorphous collection of facts, which no one ever remembers — 
least of all the instructor, who must constantly refer to notebooks or text- 
books for names, dates, and so forth. Social science instruction (as distinct 
from natural science instruction) suffers also from a lack of laboratory 
practice. A rudimentary recognition of this gap has led to the widespread 
existence, in American universities, of the farcical apparatus known as 
‘student government’. Actually, the only remedies for the deficiency of 
practice in social science inquiry is actual participation by students in 
national politics as well as in the administration of their colleges. 

There is another essay in the same book, by Dr. W. R. Inge, called 
‘SHAw AS A THEOLOGIAN’. This is largely taken up with Shavian 
Lamarckianism. In order to prove how wonderfully qualified Dr. Inge is to 
speak on the subject of biology let us consider this statement by him: ‘After 
a few generations of Marxism or Hitlerism, we should have to choose 
between becoming automata or being liquidated. The social insects are an 
awful warning against all static utopias.’ The most superficial biological 
observer is acquainted with the fact that the organizations of social insects 
are sexual and not political in nature. On the last page of Inge’s essay 
Shaw’s proposition that ‘Christianity has not failed because it has not been 
tried’ is challenged by this statement: ‘I believe the Church of England has 
less to be ashamed of than almost any other religious body.’ What a 
wonderfully positive statement — ‘less to be ashamed of . . .’! 

From these few examples, it already becomes apparent that those accepted 
as specialists to-day, are a little less than educated and a little more than 
stupid. For it is not accidental that no criticism of any value has been given 
of Shaw; the specialists are simply unable to handle the self-styled ‘enfant 
terrible’. 










SHAW AS SOCIALIST 


Corresponding to the great division of ‘Socialist’ intellectuals into two 
camps, the snobs and the slobs, ‘Socialist’ literature has, for the most part, 
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either become part of the tradition of Gerhard Hauptmann’ and Shaw or 
that of Zola (‘GERMINAL’ is especially representative of this tendency) and 
the young Upton Sinclair. The first tradition despises, while the second 
licks the boots of, the working class. The slobbering Socialist forgets that 
it is a revolutionary’s duty not to lower himself to the level of the masses, 
but to raise them to his level, to be scientific rather than sentimental, and, 
especially as an artist, to use his brains as well as his eyes. It is especially 
apparent now, that to be an emotional rather than a thinking Socialist is 
one of the most dangerous things possible. Zola and Sinclair were, generally, 
poor thinkers and worse artists. 

Shaw has two lines in ‘MAN AND SUPERMAN’ which expresses all of this 
cogently and beautifully. An aristocratic poet says to a chauffeur: ‘I believe 
in the dignity of work’, to which the chauffeur replies: “That’s because you 
never did any.’ Proletarian worship is indeed one of the more idiotic 
manifestations of an idiotic age. From the time of its American progenitor, 
Walt Whitman, to present-day writers like Howard Fast and Upton Sinclair, 
just to mention those in ‘God’s country’, a great deal of pompous nonsense 
has been evoked. Precisely what is beautiful or dignified about the jobs of 
lavatory attendant or dishwasher? and what is poetic about a monotonous 
assembly-line? While such insipid labour is necessary for the maintenance 
of any economic system, what is unnecessary is that people spend their entire 
lives performing such menial tasks. 

While Shaw may be praised for his omissions he certainly will be blamed 
for his commissions. Rather than idolize the people, Shaw displays his own 
not inconsiderable lack of intelligence in the opposite direction; he despises 
the masses. What is basically wrong with democracy, he finds, is that a 
stupid majority cannot ever be expected to select an imtelligent governing 
minority. Shaw is really asking how Socialists can ever get support from 
the people. If, however, as Socialists claim, most people have an interest in 
preventing wars, and depressions which are caused by capitalism, and very 
little interest in maintaining the profit system, since they never siphon off 
any of the profits, then, they are naturally predetermined in a direction 
contrary to capitalism. Given such a favourable circumstance to begin with, 
if Socialism has not arrived it is due to either of two (or both) conditions: 
the Socialists are too stupid to take advantage of their opportunities, or they 
are not really Socialists. 

The average citizen, says Shaw, is a Fascist.’ ‘Shaw has always contended 
that the evils of capitalism must be blamed not on the capitalists . . . but 
on the workers who through ignorance, stupidity, or cowardice let the 


*For those who see a great discrepancy between the Hauptmann of “THE 
WEAVERS’ and the later Nazi, this writer can only have compassion. It is not even 
necessary to know that Hauptmann himself rejected with horror the suggestion 
that his drama was ‘revolutionary’, One has only to read the play to recognize the 
simple fact that the prophetic voice (Old Hilse’s) predicts the destruction of the 
working-class if ever it attempt to raise itself. Yet in spite of all this, modern 
critics tend to regard the play as perhaps the single most representative revolu- 
tionary work of literature. In fact, some have even gone so far as to discover 
artistic merits in the work, though insofar as these latter are concerned, the only 
remarkable thing about “THE WEAVERS’ is that a parody of it has never been 
written. 

* The psychologists have a word for this — as they have for everything else — it 
is ‘projection’. 
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capitalists get away with it. ... Fascism is only a capitalism further 
consolidated, and further acquiesced in. The tendency of the average man 
to hand over responsibility to others was never more fully pandered.’ * 

Shaw probably thought that he was displaying his honesty and harbouring 
no delusions in blaming the workers for capitalism. Actually, he was doing 
neither. The whole point is that Shaw is quite ready to blame anyone 
except his own precious self. What is meant is that he allows the blame to 
fall on anyone except the élite Socialist leadership, of which he is a part 
and which is more responsible than either capitalist or worker for Fascism 
because it is more politically conscious than either. The treachery and 
vacillation of the German Stalinists and Social-Democratic parties at the 
time of Hitler’s rise to and subsequent seizure of power is the best example 
of this point. 

Closely connected with the above-mentioned attitude are the typical 
overstatements by Shaw on the nature of progress. A thinking person can 
only echo him when he says in effect, that all remarks relative to ‘our 
progressive age’ must immediately be answered with a corresponding 
remark on ‘our retrogressive age’, since satisfaction with social conditions 
denotes either privilege or shortsightedness. However, when Shaw main- 
tains that there has been absolutely no progress since the dawn of civiliza- 
tion he is wrong. While it is true that a progressive step may give rise to a 
series of retrogressions, for example, so marvellous a scientific advance as the 
splitting of the atom makes feasible the destruction of mankind, nevertheless 
contrary to GBS, this does not obviate the fact that the splitting of the 
atom is itself a step forward. Measurement, after all, proceeds by the 
comparison of like or similar data, and in this case we are speaking of 
scientific matters. 

Shaw does not merely negate all progress, but what really amounts to 
the same thing, negates all difference. This is responsible for those numerous 
remarkable statements in which he equates capitalism, which allows political 
liberty, with Fascism, that is, capitalism that does not allow political liberty. 
At bottom, this is the same kind of stupidity which allows Stalinist 
demagogues to speak of political democracy and economic democracy as 
though one could exist without the other. Exactly how does a worker make 
economic gains? By striking of course! And is not the right to strike a 
political right? Without political rights the worker is economically power- 
less against his employer whether that employer be state or individual. 

Faced with the problem of how to get a better world, or what is the 
same as far as he is concerned, a Socialist world, Shaw proceeds in his usual 
‘constructive’ fashion first to consign all present institutions, practices, 
theories, foods, inventions, etc., to history’s rubbish heap. One should not 
try to change the world, he next says, but rather man as a biological 
organism (an idea quite popular with the German ‘True’ Socialists about 
1845). That is, the answer lies in eugenics. However, if eugenics is to 
operate in a practical fashion it means that poor females must stop hunting 
tich males and vice versa, that there must be unlimited freedom for inter- 
racial marriage and more generally that the only positive qualities for a 
mate to have are physical and intellectual. But, since most people marry 
within their own class, national, religious, or colour group, eugenics, which 

“Quoted from Eric Bentley’s ‘BERNARD SHAW A RECONSIDERATION’. 
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presupposes absolutely free commingling of the whole human stock, is an 
inhibited science. All of these artificial differences must be abolished before 
it can function. That means that before Shaw’s superman can leap upon the 
great stage of history, that stage must be radically altered. 

In ‘Canpma’, Shaw presents another idea on Socialism. (Morell, 
Socialism’s representative, is, by the way, a thoroughly sanctimonious old 
gas-bag). Marchbanks, the poet, says to Morell: ‘The one great fact now 
is that your wife’s beautiful fingers are dabbling in paraffin oil, and that you 
are sitting here comfortably preaching about it — everlasting preaching and 
preaching, words, words, words.’ How Socialistically can a Socialist live 
under capitalism? A butterfly cannot fly before its transformation, in fact, 
as a caterpillar, it cannot even jump. The same is true of a Socialist living 
under capitalism; his duty begins and ends with the extent of his negativity 
toward the latter. Socialists are either wage-slaves or capitalists though they 
condemn both conditions, they marry though they condemn marriage, they 
read capitalist newspapers though they believe them to lie, etc. All this 
because, personally, they must do as the Romans do (but not think as the 
Romans think) though socially they may act in Rome as the Teutons did. 


SHAW AS PHILOSOPHER 

Shaw, the biologist-philosopher, postulates a kind of creative evolution 
which is supposed to account for mutational variation within species. The 
mechanism is something like this; there is a need for species improvement 
and in accordance with this need, the organism wills its own improvement 
(this may, of course, take a long time. The causal relationship is simply 
being considered.) But, on the one hand, if the creative will resides in the 
species, though that might conceivably account for zoological mutations, it 
cannot account for botanical ‘sports’, since Shaw would agree that 
vegetables have no intelligence (for he does eat vegetables — and if they did 
have an intelligence that would, by his own standards, make him a 
murderer). If, on the other hand, there is purposiveness in the universe, 
then we run up against an unempirical and illogical god-head. For Shaw, 
the existence of God is not illogical, and thus he can declare: ‘Everything 
must have been created from nothing.’ This makes him, scientifically 
speaking, about two thousand years behind the times — Lucretius already 
wrote of the uncreatability and indestructibility of matter. The universe 
was never created — it always was, though in different forms. 

However there is an even easier way to decisively smash any teleological 
theories as to the nature of biological mutation. (And this holds equally 
well for Lamarckianism which states that a mutation is the necessary 
response of an organism to its environment.) A fact well known to all 
biologists is that most mutations are not merely useless but downright 
harmful. Obviously there can be no purpose or necessity for such mutations. 

At any rate Shaw at least poses the problem; what accounts for variations 
within species? It seems most probable that in ninety-nine cases out of a 
hundred it is pure chance (the hundredth is the case where gene structure 
has been altered by x-ray radiation or something of that nature). However, 
if the variation proves valuable for the plant, accident becomes necessity in 
accordance with the Darwinian law of ‘survival of the fittest’, and so the 
entire species eventually takes on the character of the fortuitous mutation. 
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After this has happened teleologists claim that this was ‘the only thing that 
could have happened’ — that it was ‘necessary’. But actually it is necessary 
for necessity to become necessary and the only way that can happen is if 
there have been a number of favourable accidental occurrences, which set 
up what might be called, for lack of a better word, a habit pattern, or a 
pattern of necessity. 

Precisely what the nature of the above-mentioned category ‘accident’ is, 
will be clearly shown in considering the rigidly determinist nature of the 
characters in Shaw’s plays. He writes: ‘A villain in a play can never be 
anything more than a diabolus ex machina, possibly a more exciting 
expedient than a deus ex machina, but both equally mechanical and interest- 
ing only as a mechanism.’ As far as Shaw is concerned this is merely the 
extension of a point of view which regards no one as responsible for his own 
actions; men are solely creatures of their environment; tools of forces 
beyond their control. (How GBS reconciles the doctrine of non-responsi- 
bility with the idea of the political responsibility of the masses for capitalism 
is left unexplained. And one may venture the prediction that Shaw will 
never explain it.) Behaviorist psychology which regarded all action as 
essentially a matter of stimulus and response with no choice or will for the 
subject, is the most complete statement of this position. 

What are the consequences of an attitude wherein every person no matter 
how evil (or for that matter how good or how intelligent) is only a puppet 
of circumstance? In the first place, if one always exonerates the individual 
(which Shaw is pleased to do) then it is impossible to get rid of an evil 
system, since those who benefit from the evil system (and no matter how 
generalized an evil may be there is always an irreducible minority that 
benefit from it) are themselves victims of it. Hence, in trying to change 
the system one would come in conflict with and possibly shed the blood of 
the innocent defenders of evil. Conclusion: let the vast majority suffer from 
the evil system rather than hang the guilty perpetuators of and profiteers 
from the system. Thus politically one is led into pacifism, i.e., sterility and 
nihilism. In fact, all criticism should logically be done away with inasmuch 
as it becomes, in terms of the above syllogism, impossible, morally to alter 
the existing nature of things — and therefore criticism serves no positive 
function and can only lead to frustration. In fact, pursued a moment 
further, it becomes clear that without freedom criticism is a logical 
impossibility. Shaw would be among the first victims of his own ‘logic’. 

As usual, it is possible for us to distinguish in Shaw’s viewpoint what is 
valid and what is not. The general idea that man hasn’t much freedom of 
choice is, of course, correct. But this, by no means, makes of him an 
automaton. Conceive of a theoretical though logically possible situation 
where identical twins are raised in exactly the same circumstances and yet, 
at the end of a certain period of time, react dissimilarly to a similar 
stimulus. What then? The answer lies in the fact that there is an essential 
difference not between freedom and necessity (freedom is the product of 
necessity), but between determination and necessity. The only necessary 
thing for a person is that he perpetuate his own existence or he must 
necessarily die, but as to how he perpetuates his existence that is determined 
by environment, habituation, convenience, etc., but is not absolutely 
necessary. Thus, a man must eat, but precisely what he does eat is a matter 
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of his choice between different determinations. Here we finally discover 
what the nature of accident is; a determined but not a necessary configura- 
tion. Herein is contained the key to the explanation of mutational accident 
as well. 

The problem is specifically brought up in two plays, ‘Mrs. WARREN’S 
ProFrEssion’ and ‘St. Joan’. Had it been a question of Mrs. Warren either 
becoming a prostitute or dying of hunger, no one could possibly blame her 
for becoming a prostitute. Insofar as she had a minor choice — that of 
either drudging away her existence at about the subsistence level or living 
comfortably as a prostitute, there may conceivably be a pious bourgeois who 
would blame her (others perhaps will take the position that the only 
difference between marriage and prostitution is that a married woman gets 
‘paid the rest of her life for the use of her body, while the prostitute gets 
smaller sums for less time, and that, consequently, the only reason a 
prostitute is not as respected as a married woman is that she is not as 
successful a business-woman). However, when Mrs. Warren was already old 
and rich and still remained in the business, any bourgeois, pious or other- 
wise could blame her. This is probably the fundamental reason Vivie, her 
daughter, dislikes her, in spite of the fact that it is allegedly because Mrs. 
Warren is honest practically and hypocritical ideologically, or more clearly, 
a conventional woman as far as her ideas were concerned. Vivie was, in any 
case, narrow-minded (witness her negative attitude toward art) for even in 
this early play Shaw was flaunting his favourite theory; the idiotic 
generalization concerning woman’s congenital inferiority to man. 

In ‘Sarnt Joan’, GBS hits the ceiling on the question of non-responsi- 
bility by absolving the Inquisition of all blame for the burning of the Maid. 
The absurdity of such an idea is made manifest by the fact that intelligent 
churchmen themselves did not consider the church worthy to judge anyone. 
A clergy as slothful, avaricious, and sensual as that depicted by Wycliff, 
Rabelais, Chaucer and Boccacio (the first two were priests) was in no 
position to determine right and wrong for it was on every hand contra- 
vening its own moral code. That is really the crux of the matter, for it is 
not a question of determining the validity of the church’s moral code, but 
simply recognizing the fact that the church was guilty of transgressing its 
own principles. All of the high-placed churchmen were thereby proven 
hypocrites and liars and deserve the worst judgement which history can 
make of them for the crucifixion of Joan.” 

Shaw’s argument that the inquisition gave heretics like Joan a fairer 
trial than they were likely to get from their own villagers who frequently 
stoned such people to death no questions asked, deserves the obvious 
response; in whose interest was the death of a heretic — in the people’s 
interest or in the church’s interest? If we judge actions by their results then 
we know that the blame for most acts of religious persecution, at that time, 
regardless of who committed them, lay at the doorstep of the church which 
stood to gain more from it than the ignorant executioners. 


*As Shaw correctly points out in ‘SAINT Joan’, Charles VII deserved no 
hosannas for whitewashing Joan, a quarter of a century later, The Canonization of 
1922 is not especially praiseworthy either, since it only proved that the church was 
able to draw dividends from a resuscitation of French chauvinism. 
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SHAW ON WOMEN 


There is, insofar as this essay is concerned, only one question left in the 





































it balance; Shaw’s ideas on women, as demonstrated in every single play 
: except ‘SAINT JOAN’. 
- Only a sentimentalist or an ignoramus can deny that since the dawn of 
” civilization woman has been man’s inferior both intellectually and 
= physically. The only points which require discussion are first why this is so 
of and what the consequences are, for women themselves. Zoologists have 
1g long known that the female of almost every animal species except the 
ho mammal are superior in strength as well as intelligence to the male. Among 
ly mammals the female is generally smaller in physique, though she is quite 
“ts often as strong as, more often more courageous than, and very often more 
ots intelligent than the male. Among human beings the same situation exists in 
* many primitive tribes. There women have absolute equality with or 
” dominance over men, economically and politically. This is the case because 
old in primitive tribes women are neither parasites nor solely reproductive 
val machines, but are instead artisans, craftsmen,’ farmers, etc. Where women 
her have economic equality with men most of the unbiological distinctions tend 
Irs. to disappear. 
rly, Since post-Homeric times western civilization has regarded women as 
any commodities. And women have acquired many typical commodity charac- 
1m teristics: their value, or what is more immediate, the price they fetch on the 
otic market is dependent upon the amount of labour which went into making 
; them what they are; those women on whom the most time or money has 
nsi- been spent in beautifying effects, clothes, the acquiring of a superficial 
laid. culture, etc., realize the highest sales price, or what amounts to the same 
pent thing, get the richest husband. Like any other commodity their value 
one. increases when the goods are offered in a pretty package or the human 
cliff, equivalent, a pretty face. And, like any other commodity, if woman’s value 
1 no is not realized in a ‘husband-buyer’s’ purchase, the article for sale soon 
ntra- becomes quite useless — which accounts for the interesting phenomenon of 
it is the embittered parasitic old maid. 
, but There is one peculiarity of the commodity, woman, she may have 
ig its unlimited value only in limited directions. Thus, she may make herself as 
‘oven beautiful as possible but she may not educate herself as much as possible. 
y can Such an agglutination of value is uneconomic since the ideal wife is more 
stupid than her husband — it being a commonplace observation that all 
fairer J} dictators love to tyrannize ignorant subjects.’ 
iently Shaw’s Schopenhauerian attitude regarding women is only slightly less 
yvious f Modern than Euripides’. Every writer has the privilege of depicting the 
ople’s  clucking hens, swooning skirts, and baby-begetters who, unfortunately, 
s then [§ characterize the sex to-day, but if he dare (comme Shaw) attempt to prove 
time, J 1 biologico-anthropological fashion, that the modern sexual confluence is 
which  "¢cessary or eternal then he sticks his arrogant head into the noose of error. 
* Words like this are themselves indicative of a particular historico-cultural level. 
‘This is possibly the reason, by the way, for the universalized mother-in-law 
ved pe hatred. When the wife is an oppressed domestic servant without independent 
a means, it is difficult for her to win a quarrel with her husband. Since the latter, 






however, has no economic control over his wife’s mother, he cannot force her to 
do anything, as he generally can his wife. 


A. R. K. Jeric 


THE YUGOSLAV 
‘REVOLUTION’ 


The writer of the following article, a former Yugoslav business 
man, was Secretary of the Dutch Chamber of Commerce in Yugo- 
slavia, subsequently appointed Commercial Attaché of his country 
abroad. After having observed the Axis occupation of Yugoslavia 
he fled to London in May, 1942. There he was employed by the 
Royal Yugoslav Government in exile and was one of the members 
of the Inquiry into the Economic Development of Eastern Europe 
with the Royal Institute of International Affairs (Chatham House, 
Foreign Office). He enrolled in Tito’s army and arrived in Belgrade 
a few days after Tito began to organize his regime. 


Arrested immediately upon landing from a Russian plane, he 
was later released by Tito’s secret police and given the job of 
Chief of Economic Information Service in the Commissariat of 
Trade and Industry. After nine months in Belgrade he again fled 
the country on 5th August, 1945. At Croydon airport he was 
arrested by the British Home Office and, despite the possession of 
a regular ‘return residence’ visa, was sent back to Switzerland by 
plane. 


M R. BROWN in his article ‘The Russian and Yugoslav Revolutions’ has 
attempted to draw a comparison of the circumstances under which the two 
masters, Stalin and Tito, installed themselves in their respective countries. 
It appears throughout his article that Mr. Brown’s aim is to justify the Tito 
regime as something general and original, built up by all the peoples of 
Yugoslavia and with their free consent, and which deserves nurturing by 
the ‘West’ as a precious nucleus of the pattern by which the people will be 
governed in the post-war world. This was also what some responsible 
Britons had already wanted the free world to believe in the critical period 
for the Yugoslavs before Tito was firmly in the saddle.’ But what Mr. 


**One can see on a small scale in Yugoslavia the new Europe which is now being 
built up. Just as the partisan war should be the inspiring example to other enslaved 
peoples, the Yugoslav political formation ought to serve as a pattern for other 
lands.’ Randolph Churchill, on page 5 of the book, Das neue Jugoslavien,. by Ljubo 
Mir, 1945, Europa Verlag, Zurich/ New York, 1945. 

‘The (Tito’s “national liberation”) movement is a thoroughly democratic one and 
every party colour is entirely subordinated to the completely noble aim of the 
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Brown everywhere omits is the fact that the regimes installed are Capitalist 
Monopolies based on enslaved labour. 

I am not here concerned with the theoretical analysis of the Russian and 
Yugoslav ‘Revolutions’ but rather, as an eyewitness of the latter, with the 
exposure of how Tito seized power over the people. In 1942, the undersigned 
fled from Hitler-occupied Yugoslavia and returned there in 1944 from 
England as a volunteer in Tito’s army, in the firm belief that the United 
States and Great Britain were sponsoring there a democratic movement on 
their own pattern. After all, this was the aim of the Yugoslavs, those who 
had and those who had not enjoyed democracy before. . 

Unfortunately the truth was very different. That the Western Powers 
were not concerned with free democratic institutions in Yugoslavia is 
immediately clear from the recent account by the first (1943) British political 
representative to Tito, Brigadier Fitzroy Maclean. In his book Eastern 
Approaches (London, Jonathan Cape, 1949, page 402) he declares that he 
warned Churchill about Tito’s aim of establishing a ‘Communist’ regime in 
Yugoslavia after the’ victory. Maclean writes: 

‘I now emphasized to Mr. Churchill the other points which I had 
already made in my reports, namely, that in my view the Partisans, 
whether we helped them or not, would be the decisive political factor in 
Yugoslavia after the war and, secondly, that Tito and the other leaders of 
the Movement were openly and avowedly Communist and that the system 
which they would establish would inevitably be on Soviet lines and, in all 
probability, strongly orientated towards the Soviet Union. The Prime 
Minister’s reply resolved my doubts. “Do you intend”, he asked, “to make 
Yugoslavia your home after the war?” “No Sir,” I replied. “Neither do 
I,” he said, “and, that being so, the less you and I worry about the form 
of Government they set up, the better. That is for them to decide! ” 
Cynical detachment and apparent regard for the self-determination of the 

Yugoslav people naturally did not prevent Churchill together with Roosevelt 
from signing the agreement with Stalin in Teheran on 1st December, 1943, 
in which it is stated, without consultation with the Yugoslav Government: 

(1) Agreed that the Partisans in Yugoslavia should be supported by 
supplies and equipment to the greatest possible extent, and also by 
commando operations. (British White Book, Military Conclusions of the 
Teheran Conference, London, 1947.) 

If nothing else, this meant carte blanche to Tito from the Western 
Powers to go ahead with everything he wanted, girded with the arms and 
ammunition secured from the West. 

In the light of these historical events it is interesting to note that Mr. 
Brown should say that the Russian Revolution was saved by the British 
working class ‘Hands Off Russia’ action of 1920, with no mention of the 
role played by Britain, together with the United States, in saving the 


liberation of the country. . .. The allegation that it is a cunningly camouflaged 
conspiracy or just a stratagem of political parties in a country political to the core, 
is for those, who know the members of the parties, absolutely ridiculous. It is a 
movement struggling for a new way of life, socially, economically and politically. 
... Prof. R. W. Seton Watson (at that time in the service of the British Foreign 
Office and President of the Yugoslav-(Communist) British Society in London, p. 7. 
[N.B. These passages are translated from the German version by the author, Eds.] 
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Yugoslav ‘Revolution’. It is absolutely untrue to state, as does Mr. Brown, 
that the ‘Revolution’ [the Tito regime. Eds.], was not bayoneted into Yugo- 
slavia ‘by alien pitchforkers’ as in other satellite countries. From the account 
of Brigadier Maclean, it appears that it was, though naturally not, as Brown 
quite rightly observes, by ‘local participation of visiting socialists from other 
countries’ but by the British and American Governments. The surrendering 
Italian army in the Balkans got orders to hand their arms over to Tito, 
who, later on, got even more than he could manage from the Western 
Allies. But not only was he helped militarily. He was assisted in every 
possible way by the British Government in the liquidation of the official 
Yugoslav Government in exile in London and through a puppet Subasic in 
the attempt to transfer the legitimacy of this government to himself. 
Churchill’s attitude with respect to favouring Tito’s assumption to 
power was high-lighted in his speech to the House of Commons on 
19th January, 1945, when King Peter, despite all the British 
insistence, had become reluctant, for his own reasons, to sign the 
sentence of imprisonment for the Yugoslav peoples and his actual 
abdication. ‘It is’, Churchill said, ‘a matter of days within which an agree- 
ment must be reached upon this matter and, if we are so unfortunate as not 
to obtain the consent of King Peter, the matter will have to go ahead, his 
assent being presumed. We have no special interest in the political regime 
which prevails in Yugoslavia. Few. people in Britain, I imagine, are going 
to be more cheerful or more downcast because of the future constitution of 
Yugoslavia.’ Another Tory had unequivocally said something similar after 
Munich about a ‘far away country’, Czechoslovakia. One should really ask 
oneself: ‘What can a human being, longing for the “four freedoms”, await 
any more from such huge nation-states as Britain?’ 

But the aid was also ideological. During the war, when the Yugoslav 
peoples were in the chains of Hitler, Mussolini and other totalitarian forces 
— including Tito’s — the British and American propaganda machines 
threw themselves behind Tito in order to reward him for his supposed 
military help. Longing for democratic institutions, the Yugoslavs were made 
to believe, through the powerful station of the B.B.C., that Tito was indeed 
bringing them the ‘four freedoms’. The Yugoslav people had in exile, at the 
time, some fifty elected representatives, but the British so used the over- 
whelming force of their state apparatus, publicity and propaganda that they 
disrupted this group of men, who, after all, were dependent on money 
controlled by the Western Allies. It was not difficult for them to make of 
these exiled political representatives of the Yugoslav people the following 
mess: 

‘The rival claims of a number of elderly and experienced Serb, Croat and 

Slovene politicians were advanced and discussed, and accusations and 

counter-accusations bandied backwards and forwards in true Balkan 

style. . . . It looked as if this bargaining might go on for ever.” 
These accusations and counter accusations were just what Churchill needed 
to find an easy excuse for the transfer of power to his ‘Stalinite’ friend. But 
not all of these politicians fell into the trap. Dr. Milan Gavrilovic, head of 
the Serbian Peasant Party and colleague of Sir Stafford Cripps, then British 
Ambassador to the Kremlin, made superhuman efforts against Churchill’s 


? Fitzroy Maclean: Eastern .4pproaches, p. 52. 
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aim. On 11th January, 1945, just a week before Churchill’s famous coercive 
speech in the House of Commons, quoted above, Dr. J. Krnjevic, the former 
Vice President of the Royal Yugoslav Government in exile, said in The 
Daily Telegraph: “The King of Yugoslavia has no right to accept the agree- 
ment made between the President of the Yugoslav Government 
(Dr. Subasic) and the “National Liberation Movement”. He cannot do it if 
he wants to be a Constitutional Monarch. He has no right to impose on the 
peoples of his country the monopoly power of one party. No King has the 
right to make such deep Constitutional changes which can be done, only 
by peoples themselves.’ Nevertheless, all efforts to stop Churchill were 
fruitless. Alea jacta est. 

Not only did Churchill with the methods described above want to impose 
the ‘Communist’ regime on the Yugoslavs, taken completely by surprise, but 
he wanted to obtain the consent of the British people as well. Therefore the 
British Ministry of Information took away some ‘leftish’ employees from the 
Yugoslay Government in exile and sent them throughout Britain (Sudjic) 
to make hundreds of speeches about the newly ‘discovered’ genuine 
democracy in the Balkans. 

To sum up. In 1918-1919, British Labour helped Lenin and in 1943-1945, 
the British Conservatives and the British Labour Party helped Tito. With 
due apologies to Mr. Brown the Leninist Revolution at least in its inception 
was not a shameful hypocritical affair of the power blocs. Tito begins at the 
end point of the Russian development: capitalist monopoly based on 
enslaved labour. 

It is hoped that Mr. Brown notwithstanding our comments will not 
forget to mention these facts in his book about Titoism, one of those books 
which Louis Adamic is already writing. Adamic has returned from Belgrade 
after having spent a couple of months there, where we who dare to criticize 
Tito cannot go for fear of being liquidated. It is the old story of the western 
journalists going to the Mecca of Eastern Chieftains for information ‘at the 
source’. A journey which Mr. Brown, possibly, does not need having 
remained in Tito’s service in London even after I had the opportunity of 
informing him personally in 1946 of the truth about Tito’s regime with 
regard to civil liberties in Yugoslavia. After all, are we not all concerned 
with the people and not with the Chieftains? For otherwise one fine day 
what happened to Yugoslavia could happen to us. 

Now some points on the twelve observations of Mr. Brown. 


First: the vital, immediate motive force producing the revolution. 


Mr. Brown is mistaken when he writes that ‘their [the Yugoslav 
peasants’] aim was to get into the war’. There are no more conservative 
people in the world than peasants (something Mr. Brown as a ‘professed’ 
Marxist should well understand). Neither when Hitler overran the country 
nor when Tito ‘organized’ the resistance did the peasantry participate of its 
own ‘popular volition’. 

When Hitler invaded the country the Yugoslav peasant bowed before the 
overwhelming force and went either to the prison camp or home to his: 
village. But Hitler and Mussolini were determined to break his rude dream 
of peace. They wanted not only to destroy Yugoslavia as such but to 
destroy the union of the Southern Slav people for ever. They considered 
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that the best way to achieve this was to let them kill each other — a 
brutally engineered participation of the peasantry. They empowered the 
puppet Pavelic to take over two million Serb-Orthodox inhabitants, 
outlaw them and liquidate them in the name of the newly erected ‘Indepen- 
dent State of Croatia’. Pavelic executed the plan by which he accomplished 
the liquidation of nearly one-third, forced another third to immigrate to 
Serbia proper or flee to the mountains, and converted the remainder to 
Catholicism, with or without the connivance of the Roman Catholic 
hierarchy. I have seen the mass conversions through force near Osijek. I 
have seen on the river side of Neretve about two hundred of these people 
killed in one night just because they belonged to Serbian Orthodoxy. I have 
seen these people by the dozens, dead, floating down the same river into the 
Adriatic Sea, some of them tied with wire in groups of two or three, some 
of them with wounds and some without, having been thrown into the river 
while still alive.’ It was only natural that anyone able to take to the woods, 
did so — and this is where the Tito compulsion comes in. In the woods the 
peasant found Tito’s ruthless military organization into which he had to 
enrol or go back. If he was reluctant, he got encouragement from the 
B.B.C. — from the ‘heaven of the democracies’ and assistance from 
Churchill who dropped the Mihajlovic movement thus further exposing 
those in flight to Tito’s liquidation. The ‘Communists’ be it understood 
cared nothing for lives. They cared only for their future slave state for 
which they got the green light from the Western Allied Missions and their 
Governments. Stalin’s mission came late and was not active at all. In the 
meantime, the more Anglo-American arms Tito got, the more he trans- 
formed Yugoslavia into a camp of his slaves. In fairness to Mr. Brown, 
however, it is true that Yugoslavia had an excess of about four million 
undernourished and half-employed peasants, part of which formed the core 
of Tito’s ‘bravi’ with whom he managed to subjugate or liquidate everyone, 
whether possessors or not. 

In considering the advent of Tito to power we have to remember that a 
large part of the Yugoslav bourgeoisie, the old owners of capital, was already 
liquidated by Hitler who wanted the pastoralization of the country. All 
Jews — 60 per cent. of the wholesale business — were liquidated. In 
Dalmatia and Slovenia Mussolini took away everything he was able. Nearly 
the whole Serbian bourgeoisie was annihilated, especially the industrialists. 
The great sin of the Yugoslav bourgeoisie against the large mass of 
peasants was the tariff-protected industry, which resulted in high prices for 
consumer goods and low prices for peasants’ products. This was called the 
‘price scissors’. But has not the United States applied the same policy? 
Besides, the industrial policy had to be adapted to the desires of the foreign 
investor — British, French, American. After all, who encouraged the 
Yugoslav monarchist dictatorship, if not the West? Yugoslavia was part of 
the French ‘Cordon Sanitaire’ against Stalin. Thus, the Yugoslav 
bourgeoisie became from day to day more dependent, merely the executive 
of the Western investors who drew out unpunished as much capital as they 
were able to secure. ' 

Such was Yugoslavia, subsequently disrupted by the fascists and Nazis, 
hampered by the Allies’ bombing and support to Tito, when it was taken 


* Cf. David Martin: Ally Betrayed (New York, 1946) p. 59. 
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over by Tito. Hence he was able to shape out of it his own dictatorship for 
capitalist gain. In addition to Allied military and political support Tito got 
half a billion dollars in U.N.R.R.A. supplies without any political conditions 
attached. (Lehman.) 

God knows how many more lands are in prospect of being handed over 
to similar Titos. Why bother with a Franco or a Peron with their thousands 
of free entrepreneurs, if one can deal with one master of all enterprises? 


Second: the immediate policy incumbent on the young revolutionary 


governments in Russia and Yugoslavia and the relation of that policy to 
popular aspirations. 


In this section Mr. Brown quite rightly describes the tactics of the 
Stalinist counter-revolutionary Party but quite wrongly fails to point out the 
‘Tito tactics as identical. Mr. Brown says: 

‘The Russian Bolshevik Party used the peasant aspirations as a main 
revolutionary force, but on seizing power, at once found itself obliged to 
go against those aspirations.’ 

But we can say exactly the same of the Yugoslav Communist Party which 
acted on this very pattern. This behaviour is confirmed by the text of the 
Constitution proclaimed by Tito which while camouflaging the aspirations 
of every free man, in one paragraph incontestably keeps all the strings in 
Tito’s hands. There is no other gospel in Yugoslavia except Stalin’s. Mr. 
Brown, quite rightly, says that: 

‘In the end the Soviet Government resorted to exaggeratedly authoritarian 
and centralized methods of dragooning the peasantry’. But quite wrongly 
that the ‘Yugoslav Party’ (Mr. Brown even avoids calling it, as Tito does, 
the Communist Party) ‘In its present stage, finds no conflict between its 
own aspirations and those of the generality of the people.’ 

We must remember that, first of all Tito killed off in every village the 
best peasants. Are we to understand that the aspirations of these peasants 
were, to be killed! I challenge anybody who dares to say that in every 
village in Serbia proper there were not at least ten peasants killed — whose 
land was subsequently taken over by Tito in order to form the nucleus of 
the kolchoz in that particular village. I-lived in Serbia during the first nine 
months of Tito’s power. 

Land was forcibly collectivized in Yugoslavia but not on the same scale 
as in Russia. The land was not partitioned to any extent because this 
problem did not exist at all as small landed property in Yugoslavia is less 
suitable for kolchoz regimentation. It is for this reason that ‘in its present 
stage’ Tito is less inclined to seize the land. What Tito did, however, was to 
improve upon and use with devastating effects against the peasants for his 
own benefit the problem of the ‘price scissors’ already mentioned. Through 
this mechanism Tito sells to the consumer articles produced by industry at 
prices much higher than under the Kingdom, whereas the peasant gets 
much much less than he got under the Kingdom. To quote only two 
examples: Cement is sold for 200 dinars instead of sixty dinars per 

100 kilo; for one litre of wine the peasant gets the fixed price of six dinars 
which Tito alone can sell, but at sixty dinars. This occurs now in my 
Native town Trpanj in Dalmatia. The foreign investors would never have 
dreamed of such profits. 
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Where the peasant has needs he has no choice. He has to take what Tito 
offers and pay the price Tito imposes. Though their methods differ Stalin’s 
and Tito’s systems are none the less the same. The peasant has to continue 
to keep his aspirations to himself and adapt himself unconditionally to the 
aspirations of the Yugoslav Communist Party, owned by Tito and 
generously financed by the United States and Great Britain, the largest 
power bloc in the world. 


Third: the nature of the body of men carrying the revolution through in 
the two countries. 


As already told, I volunteered from London early in 1944 for the so-called 
‘Yugoslav Army of National Liberation’ like anybody else. Why? Who 
could have imagined that the British and American Governments would ever 
permit the installation of any kind of dictatorship? The last war was 
supposed to be fought for the ‘four freedoms’. In this I was a dupe but the 
Yugoslavs in Yugoslavia on the other hand had no choice. If they lacked 
the opportunity of leaving the country for the eternal exile, they either had 
to join Tito’s Narodni Front or die. Nor had the Yugoslavs a choice in 
anything. Brigadier Maclean recounts the following: 

‘In London, meanwhile, Dr. Subasic had still not succeeded in per- 
suading King Peter to accept the terms of the proposed agreement for the 
formation of a United Yugoslav Government. Indeed it began to look as 
if he never would. 

‘And so, in Belgrade, Tito began to turn on the heat. The Press, which 
had up to now scarcely mentioned the negotiations, came out with violent 
attacks on the King, and, as though by magic, crowds of demonstrators 
suddenly appeared in the streets, shouting: “Hocemo Tito; Necemo 
Kralja” — “We want Tito; we don’t want the King.” Tito asked me if I 
had heard them. I said I could not help hearing them as they spent most 
of their time shouting their heads off immediately outside my window.” 
(p. 526.) 

While this description confirms Mr. Brown’s assertion that the Yugoslavs 
were imbued with unanimity ‘unparalleled in recent history’ towards Tito’s 
aims, which he calls ‘National development on mutual co-operation lines’, it 
at the same time indicates the regimentation behind the amazing unanimity. 

I was one of these men in the ‘Communist’ trap who shouted ‘Hoceme 
Tito-Necemo Kralja’ and other paper-strip slogans. There was no excuse 
not to go shouting in the streets when ordered to do so. We were kept for 
months in office buildings, doing nothing, in order to be ready to go into 
the streets and shout what Tito wanted. If you didn’t you might have 
disappeared the next night and nobody would dare ask for you. If the 
accompanying Commissar noted that you were not shouting the slogan he 
distributed to you, he would tickle your throat and ask: ‘Comrade, do you 
have a throat ache?’ 

The British and American Embassies were present during this state of 
affairs in Belgrade. And of them I would say: that it is unparalleled in 
recent history for the British to connive at such low methods in order to 
hand over an innocent and faithful people to a modern slave master. I 
explained all this to Mr. Brown but as he is busy repeating Tito’s theory 
about the Narodni Front, I have to elaborate with an indication of how it 





ene 62. 2 ue ie é@e 6 ee Ok 


oOo «F @ 


co. 


sine ma ec 


THE YUGOSLAV REVOLUTION 115 


would work in the United States, in Manhattan, the centre of New York 
City. In this way we might help Mr. Brown to an understanding of what is 
barbarically simple. 

Supposing there was one boss in the Empire State building and everybody 
in Manhattan were dependent on his servants (members of the Manhattan 
Communist Party) for jobs, food, housing, clothing, money, (no bank 
accounts) and transportation. If you were to try and cross the river to Long 
Island or New Jersey without a permit you would be shot. If you dare 
protest you may disappear. Therefore, it remains for you either to go into 
the street when ordered and shout, to spy on your neighbour, or to kill 
yourself, A mass of people have killed themselves, others risk their lives to 
get out. Just recently a Yugoslav political refugee named Nikola Martinovich 
was refused asylum in Britain and jumped 6,000 feet to his death from the 
‘plane that was carrying him rather than go back. (N.Y. Times, 5th March.) 
Consequently it is not true that the Peoples Front numbers only 7,000,000 
people as the Communist Party of Yugoslavia claims. It is exactly the total 
of the population, about 16,000,000. 


Fourth: Comparison by geographical size. 

Mr. Brown’s contrast between the vastness of Russia keeping whole 
sections isolated from each other and the compactness of Yugoslavia is only 
true on a flat map. In Yugoslavia the impenetrable character of the terrain 
contributed to the atomization of the people who were already disarmed by 
their faith that America and Britain would not let them fall into 


undemocratic hands. That ‘many citizens had personal knowledge of other 
parts’ (of the country), as Mr. Brown contends, is only part of the truth. The 
great majority were so circumscribed and cut off that their only ‘knowledge’ 
was their faith. 


Fifth: the outlook of the bourgeoisie in the two countries at the time of 
the revolution. 

Mr. Brown says that the Russian bourgeoisie ‘at least dreamed of inde- 
pendent capitalist development’ and that the Yugoslav bourgeoisie ‘was 
entirely satisfied with the role of agents of imperialist capital and in no way 
desired change, ‘which thus became exclusively the function of the broad 
body of the Yugoslav people’. 

One must ask Mr. Brown how he knows that the Yugoslav bourgeoisie 
‘was entirely satisfied with the role of agents of imperialist capital’? I am of 
the opinion that everybody, who is not forced, prefers to be his own boss 
instead of an agent. But let us look at the actual historical plight of this 
class. 

The incipient Yugoslav bourgeoisie was, in the pre-World War I period, 
a solid patriotic society. Nowhere in the world for instance could you find 
such a number of public legacies as in Serbia. However, between the two 
world wars this society collapsed under the pressure of Western capital 
which infiltrated during the establishment of the ‘Cordon Sanitaire’. Anti- 
Communist laws were the product and the excuse for fishing in troubled 
waters. The final shock was given when the monarchist dictatorship 
proclaimed a moratorium on peasants’ debts. Merchants and domestic banks 
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went bankrupt. Thus, merchants became agents of the foreign industrialists 
and the peasant lost credit standing. The economy hung upon the ties of 
foreign capital. A monarchist dictatorship was established without which 
the special secret operating arrangements between King Alexander on one 
side and the British Trepcha Mines and the French Mines de Bor on the 
other would have been impossible. 

Yet in spite of the dictatorship, the Yugoslav worker enjoyed a health 
insurance scheme of which the American worker can even now only dream, 
in addition to pension insurance and severance pay laws. Introduced under 
the democratic institutions of 1920-26, these benefits even the monarchist 
dictatorship was unable to abolish. 

The parasitism and the huge profits of the foreign investors played their 
part in inducing Hitler and then the Yugoslav Communists to plan the 
piracy of the national economy. In executing their plan — when the 
vacuum occurred — they both showed an incredible ruthlessness and spirit 
of destruction. Hitler dismantled the factories and resettled the skilled 
labour in Germany, killed owners and management and so had free access 
to sell Mundharmonikas to the Yugoslavs. Subsequently Tito killed the 
remainder of the managers and increased the exploitation of the working 
class to an extent until then unknown on the European continent, excluding 
Russia. To induce a worker, accustomed to work and think in terms of a 
free economy and competition, to work for one boss and be dependent on 
him in every respect, means to reduce the efficiency of the worker to a very 
low level. One can easily imagine the Yugoslav economy of to-day. Tito does 
not publish statistics but that the economy is inefficient is no secret. No 
American dollars can help to restore it as long as it remains ‘Communist’. 
Tito’s Yugoslavia is like a bottomless pit. 

The Western Powers who are bolstering up one dictatorship against 
another understand the limitless strain on the Tito economy. America for 
political and Tito for economic reasons are at the moment gravely dependent 
upon each other. Tito has only to intimate that his country will go along 
without any foreign assistance, as he did in Uzice, and a few days later he 
receives the second loan of $20,000,000 from the Export-Import Bank. We 
must though, at the same time, remember as one of the most prominent 
Yugoslav leaders in exile, Dr. B. Vosnjak, said on 8th March, in a letter to 
the N.Y. Times: ‘Tito needs the United States more than the United States 
needs him.’ 

The task of balancing the dictators is fraught with many difficulties. The 
N.Y. Times columnist Anne Hare McCormick commented on 4th March, 
1950: 

‘Tito’s dilemma is that he needs capital to build Communism, and our 
dilemma is that assisting independent Communist states is one way of 
breaking the power of the Soviet system. How this paradoxical merging of 
ideological opposites, resisting the same force for different purposes will 
evolve in practice is one of the searching questions of a confusing time. 
Can an independent Communist regime, as it extends its power over every 
department of life and thought, avoid becoming the despotism which Tito 
has challenged? Can it escape the urge of expansion? Or will contact with 
the non-communist world denied to all within the Soviet iron circle, give 
it in time another orientation? Only time, events and the Yugoslav 





~ = - 4 


— - ore mes re EH rp lLULUGUlUlkelU ee. OP 


-_ — ey Se 


aR nowAtm™ OD fet rn 


QO nos ~~ 4. 









lists 
Ss of 
hich 

one 
. the 


2alth 
eam, 
nder 
chist 


their 
. the 
the 
spirit 
cilled 
ccess 
| the 
rking 
ding 
of a 
it on 
very 
does 
. No 
nist’. 


rainst 
a for 
ident 
along 
er he 
. We 
inent 
ter to 
States 


._ The 
[arch, 


d our 
ay of 
ng of 
$ will 
time. 
every 
. Tito 
+ with 
. give 
roslav 






De Sretiocas eben bciesun- Wickes Me tae See ee 


ee ace eee 


THE YUGOSLAV REVOLUTION 





117 


people can answer these questions. Meanwhile, obviously, American policy 
should aim to encourage Yugoslav independence, since only if the West 
leaves the country free can it stand as an example to others or consistently 
resist the bondage the Soviet Union seeks to impose.’ 

Like many other prominent Americans, (Paul G. Hoffman on 2nd May in 
Washington) Anne McCormick is apparently not interested in the matter of 
the liberation of the slaves but rather in how to form out of the satellites 
more independent State monopolies, where independence does not involve 
democratic freedom. 

In our opinion the Stalin system can be broken only by the people them- 
selves whom this system is enslaving. But just these people are left to their 
fate by those in the West who are now longing for the breaking of this 
system. One Stalin system will never be broken by another Stalin system. 
The difference between them is only the desire to make a ‘better’ dictator- 
ship and if it can be achieved on the shoulders of the American taxpayer so 
much the better. A ‘Communist’ capitalist monopoly is the most profitable 
business in the world and it is the ideal of every modern capitalist — to 
have slave labour at his disposal. In this development Tito runs less risk of 
bankruptcy than his financiers, provided of course that dissident Yugoslavs 
continue to believe that Tito’s financiers are advancing money to Tito for 
tactical reasons. But fortunately, according to my information, the belief is 
no longer so prevalent. We quote again from Dr. B. Vosnjak’s letter: 

‘Even if it is in the interests of the United States to aid Tito against 
Stalin for tactical reasons, surely it is America’s duty to obtain what con- 
cessions it can for the oppressed peoples of Yugoslavia.’ 

With respect to the civil liberties of the people it would be interesting to 
know for certain which of the two aims is behind these ‘tactical reasons’. 
May I be allowed feelingly to assert that 16 million people — an Ally which 
rose against Hitler when Britain stood alone — should not be condemned 
to serve as a guinea pig! 


Sixth: the ‘racial’ factor. ° 


Mr. Brown says that in Russia a quarter of the non-Slav population with 
centrifugal tendencies had to be absorbed in contrast to Yugoslavia where 
no group constituted a separate people in the full sense of the word with 
aspirations to national independence. 

This statement has to be qualified. Owing to the clash between the 
Serbian and Croatian bourgeoisie — fomented by the domestic usurpers of 
power and by interference from abroad — there was a strong movement in 
the Croatian part of the population to secede and form an independent 
state. During the war an ‘Independent State of Croatia’ was established. 
(Even now the exiled leaders Macek and Krnjevic are reluctant to state 
whether Croatia should be part of Yugoslavia or not, in the hope of yet 
seeing a free Yugoslavia before such a commitment. They make up no part 
of the Yugoslav National Committee in London.) 

It is irrelevant whether this separatist tendency was caused by the royal 
dictatorship’s preference for the Serbian bourgeoisie at the expense of the 
Croatian or whether it was fomented from abroad. The fact is that it existed 
and still exists, if not between the respective bourgeoisies, both now in rags, 
certainly among the prominent exiles. 
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The history of these separatist tendencies, in brief, and their implications 
for the present dictatorship is as follows: 

The royal dictatorship, established in 1929, by suppressing even the 
superficial signs of Croatian individuality, caused a reaction which became 
a chronic disease, doing fateful harm to the stability of the state: so much 
so that in 1941, under the slightest pressure from abroad, the state 
collapsed in three days. When the Nazis and fascists took over, it was 
merely a matter of carrying these separatist national and racial developments 
to the extreme; and through their instrumentality more than a million 
people were killed during the occupation and civil war. It was then that the 
‘Communists’ emerged as successful ‘conciliators’. Through their National 
Front they promised democratic institutions, exploiting the aims and desires 
of the Yugoslavs for freedom and democracy. They carried on the same 
pretence with the Western Powers. But throughout democratic opposition, 
or even criticism, was not permitted, because of the supreme war effort. 
When the commissars took over completely it was too late. All those who 
stood in the way of the ‘Communist’ bureaucrats during the war were 
liquidated. 

Within this existing dictatorial state of affairs separatist tendencies have 
indeed disappeared but not as indicated by Mr. Brown. The whole nation 
finds itself in a united front against Tito (as much as it is possible to be 
united in a slave camp where no one can resist — compelled by the struggle 
for bare existence — being a spy). Unfortunately this solid ‘set’ against ‘Tito 
is not shared by the exiled Croatian leaders, one of the reasons being that 
they have not felt what ‘Communism’ is; they have not tried on their own 
shoulders what it means. Their opposite Serbian rivals — both those free 
in exile and the Tito-enslaved at home — are, like the people, cured of their 
former prejudices. But so long as the Croatians in exile remain reluctant, 
they too can make no progress in forming the so badly needed united front 
against Tito. 

We repeat that between the two wars the internecine national and racial 
struggles were complex and acute in Yugoslavia — the more so as circum- 
stances were aggravated by the influence of the investors from various 
foreign powers over the competing Serbian and Croatian bourgeoisie. It 
changes nothing that the whole Croatian bourgeoisie was camouflaged 
behind the totalitarian Croatian Peasant Party. France and Britain sup- 
ported the Serbian; Berlin, Budapest and Rome the Croatian bourgeoisie 
until France retreated and the country was overrun by the Axis. Hitler 
then elevated the formerly ‘suffering’ Croatia to an ‘independent’ state and 
‘gave satisfaction’ to the ‘oppressed’ Croatian bourgeoisie despite the fact 
that he gave to Italy the best parts of Croat lands. The pro-British inclined 
representatives of both bourgeoisies, with the King, went into exile and 
formed a government in London, protected by Britain. 

What happened in concrete and intricate detail in Yugoslavia is charac- 
teristic of the difficulties that beset national struggles for liberation and has 
been adequately described by Stalin in his book Marxism and the National 
and Colonial Questions, London, 1942°: 

‘. . . the semi-feudal, semi-bourgeois bureaucracy of the dominant 


* According to Trotsky, these writings are not Stalin’s but Lenin’s; cf. Stalin, by 
Leon Trotsky, p. 165. 








Wi 





THE YUGOSLAV REVOLUTION 119 


nation, whether large or small, is able to deal more “rapidly” and 
“decisively” with its competitors. “Forces” are united and a series of 


restrictive measures is put into operation against the “alien” bourgeoisie, 
bh measures passing into acts of repression. The struggle passes from the 
‘ economic sphere. Limitation of freedom of movement, repression of 
- language, limitation of franchise, restriction of schools, religious limita- 
. tions and so on are piled on to the head of the “competitor”. Of course, 
- such measures are designed not only in the interest of the bourgeois 
- classes of the dominant nation, but also in pursuit of the specifically caste 
a aims, so to speak, of the ruling bureaucracy. The bourgeoisie of the 
“ oppressed nation, repressed on every hand, is naturally stirred into move- 
ie ment. It appeals to its “native folk” and begins to cry out about the 
i “fatherland”, claiming that its own cause is the cause of the nation as a 
* whole. It recruits itself an army from among its “countrymen” in the 
‘ws interests of ... the “fatherland”. Nor do the folk always remain 
we unresponsive to its appeals, they rally around its banner: the repression 
from above affects them also and provokes their discontent. 
- ‘But the policy of repression does not stop here. It not infrequently 
an passes from a “system” of oppression to a “system” of inciting nations 
hss against each other, to a “system” of massacres and pogroms. Of course, 
ole The latter is not everywhere and always possible, but where it is possible 
7” — in the absence of elementary civil rights — it frequently assumes 
™ horrifying proportions. “Divide and rule” — such is the purpose of the 
we policy of inciting nations against each other.’ (p. 15.) 
oe It is instructive also that Stalin presents in his book two alternatives as a 
wie way out in the struggle for national liberation: 
nt, (1) In fighting for the right of nations to self-determination, the aim of 
ont the Social Democrat is to put an end to the policy of national oppression, 
to render it impossible, and thereby to remove the grounds of hostility 
ot between nations, to take the edge off that hostility and reduce it to a 
im- minimum. This is what essentially distinguishes the policy of the class- 
‘ous conscious proletariat from the policy of the bourgeoisie, which attempts 
. to aggravate and fan the national struggle and to prolong and sharpen 
ged the national movement. 
up- ‘The final collapse of the national movement is possible only with the 
visie collapse of the bourgeoisie. Only under the reign of socialism can peace 
itler be fully established. 
and ‘(2) But even within the framework of capitalism it is possible to reduce 
fact the national struggle to a minimum, to sever its roots, to render it as 
ined innocuous as possible for the proletariat. This is borne out by the 
and examples of Switzerland and America. It requires that the country should 
be democratized and the nations allowed opportunity for free develop- 
arac- ment. 
| has ‘. . . We will not mention Switzerland, where, thanks to her highly 
ional developed, although bourgeois democracy, nationalities live in freedom, 
whether they represent minorities or majorities.’ 
inant The positive road is clear. The possibility existed for Britain and the 


United States to adopt the second alternative cited above — the Liberal 
point of view. After the mess the Allies had a clear occasion to insist on the 
democratization of Yugoslavia on the Swiss pattern. But they did every- 


in, by 
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thing possible against their morality and their own best interest, to hand 
over the Yugoslavs to a totalitarian master. With a little effort they could 
have convinced the exiled bourgeois Serb, Croat and Slovene politicians in 
London that they were not the complete representatives of the fourteen 
historical provinces of Yugoslavia: Macedonia, Kosovo-Metchia, Serbia, 
Montenegro, Vojvodina, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Dalmatia, Istria, Croatia- 
Slavonia, Carniolia, Styria, Carinthia, Gorica and Trieste (corresponding to 
the Swiss cantons) and that a broader body of people should be called to 
decide the fate of the country. Instead they were forced by Churchill to 
merge with the Communists. When the Anglo-Americans failed to apply the 
principles of their own governments, Tito acted exactly according to the 
rules in the first of the extracts from Stalin’s book. Under the pretext of 
establishing peace between the rival nationalities he deprived the whole 
nation of everything and established his own political and economic 
monopoly. Nor when Tito left the Cominform did the Anglo-American bloc 
correct their mistakes with Tito as the Yugoslavs expected and procure them 
the civil liberties so sadly lacking. On the contrary, Tito found means of 
convincing the non-communist officials (screened by the F.B.I. and the Civil 
Service Board) of the Embassy in Belgrade of the virtue of presenting his 
case in Washington as an Anti-Stalin opportunity deserving assistance. This 
is what the well-known Mr. Handler, N.Y. Times correspondent in 
Belgrade, reported on 17th October: 

‘Pending the appointment of a successor to Mr. Cannon (the U.S. 
Ambassador in Belgrade), Robert Borden Reams, Embassy Counsellor, 
will be chargé d’affaires. Mr. Reams is one of the principal authors of the 
present United States policy toward Yugoslavia. To him can be attributed 
the greatest diplomatic “scoop” of the postwar period — the discovery of 
the first inklings in late May and early June, 1948, of the Belgrade- 
Moscow struggle. He finally became the motive force behind the policy to 
lend Marshal Tito financial and economic assistance without attaching any 
political conditions. In this effort, Mr. Reams was assisted by three 
Foreign Service officers who have since been assigned to other posts. 
Among them were William Leonhart, now with the United States 
Embassy in Rome, and Norman Stines, who is now taking a foreign 
language course in the U.S.’ 

In order to enable him to swallow the Chinese pill more easily, the-save- 
Tito-from-Russia-tactic was thrown to the Liberal dog. But even this bone 
was guaranteed, in advance, to be indigestible. For those who do not believe 
that behind the sop of Yugoslavia China was handed over to Stalin we 
quote from another letter that the N.Y. Times did not find ‘fit to print’: 

‘Moreover, according to Joseph Alsop in “Why We Lost China” pub- 
lished in the Saturday Evening Post: “throughout the fateful years in 
China, the American representatives there actively favoured the Chinese 
Communists. They also contributed to the weakness, both political and 
military, of the National Government. And in the end they came close to 
offering China up to the Communists, like a trussed bird on a eo over 
four years before the eventual communist triumph.” 

‘The fate of entire peoples cannot be any longer left to the care of a 
certain number of State Department officials.’ 
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Those Yugoslavs in exile abroad who have no illusions about Tito and the 
Allies and wish to reverse the tragic fate of their people have to begin the 
task on the basis of one firm recognition at least. Those who still wish to 
play any role must relinquish their prejudices and recognize the rights of the 
fourteen historical provinces to be equally represented in the management of 
the affairs of state. This is the only possible salvation. The British and 
American governments could impose this alternative. They know well how 
to do it if they but wanted. Pressure must be brought to bear for, failing 
this, the British and American people will continue to believe Tito, ‘the 
heretic’, is helping the fight against Stalin. (If Tito does not save Britain 
and America who then could do it?) Their money will be lavished on Tito 
and he will continue to invite Western apologists to wine and dine under 
the shadow of his ‘pinnacle of absolute power and florid luxury never 
dreamed of by the austere simple peasant kings he succeeds’. (Anne Hare 
McCormick. N.Y. Times, 3rd July, 1948.) 

Heresy or no heresy, barbarism is barbarism, be it Stalin’s or Tito’s. 


Seventh: The economic aspect of the nationalities question and its social 
results. 

Mr. Brown says that whereas the Russian people were always slaves of 
the Tartars or of the Russian princes the Yugoslavs knew no ‘over-all 
lordship, in whatever economic form’ at least in Serbia; and also that in 
parts of the former Hapsburg Monarchy another ‘libertarian seed-bed’ was 
established ‘for the profit of posterity and eventually humanity at large’. 
Mr. Brown forgot to mention Montenegro and Ragusa, parts of Yugoslavia 
which were for centuries independent states both culturally and 
economically. But it is important to indicate the reasons for this. A country 
where the industrial worker was not decisive in the development and where 
the peasant was the sole owner of land, already distributed, is one, beyond 
any doubt, where nobody feels the necessity of an overlordship like Tito’s 
which Mr. Brown wants to link with a struggle for independence. In my 
opinion, even Mr. Brown must have had a lot of difficulties with his 
conscience when inserting this point in the list of those features tending to 


exculpate Tito of his economic and political strangleheld of his enslaved 
people. 


Eighth: The distinction between what the revolution was to develop in 
the two countries — a distinction connected with the preceding. 

Mr. Brown says that whereas Stalin’s ‘revolution’ is ‘an imperialist form 
of socialism and communism’, to Tito ‘imperialism is not worth the candle’. 
Such a statement is entirely untrue. The tendencies in both countries is that 
of every capitalist monopoly — expansion. While it is true that the enslaved 
labour basis of both economies does not mean low-cost production with the 
concomitant of serious competition on world markets, and does not allow 
the production of enough consumer goods because otherwise they could not 
keep the slave labour in subjection, yet their desire to overrun the free 
world of ‘plenty’ is powerfully stimulated by the urge of the masses for good 
homes, watches, fountain pens, nylon stockings, etc. The stimulus is that of 
beasts in a cage. The Russians are naturally more advanced in slavery than 
the Yugoslavs but — left to their fate — in a very short time, little 
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difference will exist between the Russians and Eastern Europe. Only recently 
Plain Talk (January, 1950, p. 37) published an article entitled ‘The Voice of 
the Wilderness’ by Nicholas Roberts where he says: ‘The populations of 
Eastern Europe are worn out, their moral reserves exhausted, their hopes 
crushed. Yet the last survivors of an anti-communist generation are taking 
to the mountains in the hope of resistance. From one end of these countries 
to the other a wave of hatred burns, in all spirits. It is a thirst for revenge, 
not yet crystallized, against those who have pushed them to the edge of the 
precipice. The communists are perfectly aware of this atmosphere and do all 
they can to channel this hatred against the West which is represented as 
having made a compromise with its war aims for the sake of economic 
advantage. So the Communists are now attempting to relight the fires of 
nationalism in these countries, and to further their ends against the 
democracies. Meanwhile, through the buzzing of the Communist lies, the 
West remains silent, systematically ignoring the arm which is most feared 
by Soviets: the ninety million hate-filled enemies to be found behind the 
Red lines.’ 


Ninth: A religious contrast. 


Mr. Brown says that the Russian Church was authoritarian and that ‘in 
Yugoslavia the balance between Eastern and Western Christianity on the 
one hand, and Christianity and Islam on the other . . . has produced a 
degree of religious toleration (and here we can speak of the people and not 
of the ruling cliques) far greater than that of Britain’. In this section Mr. 
Brown is less successful than anywhere else in his article. The religious 


tolerance of Yugoslavia was indeed so extensive, thanks to the West, that, 
when in 1941 the Axis put Eastern and Western Christianity out of balance, 
hundreds of thousands of people were massacred because of religious 
tolerance! And unfortunately from entire hierarchies ‘rose not a single voice 
of protest against these massacres and compulsory conversions’ from one 
religion to the other.” 

. . . It is rather comic to say, as does Mr. Brown, that ‘in Yugoslavia it 
is socially shocking to be a yes-man’. The fact is that it is dangerous not to 
be one. So long as they are not on strike is not every worker in the General 
Motors factories a ‘yes-man’? In one of Tito’s plants you cannot strike and 
if you are fired no one else in the country can hire you. 

Mr. Brown concludes that whereas ‘the Russian dreams his dreams the 
Yugoslav tends to live his’. Unfortunately, the Yugoslav’s dream of 
democratic freedom became a strange reality when he had to ‘live it’ as a 
slave of Tito’s monopoly imposed by the Western Powers. Everyone has to 
be a yes-man, day and night, while the B.B.C. and the Voice of America, 
the only possible links with the West, continue to ‘explain’ to them the 
democratic way of life in Britain and America. 


Tenth: the views of those making the revolution. 

Contrary to Mr. Brown, the Titoists have sponsored libertinage from their 
very beginning. They did so in order to appeal to the lowest instincts of 
their supporters and to make their movement different in habit from the 
existing ones. After all, they made it according to Stalin’s bible — their 

5 David Martin: Ally Betrayed, (N.Y., 1946, Prentice Hall Inc.) p. 66. 
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manual for action. ‘Don’t hesitate to make full use of the principle of “free 
love”, we will take care of the children’ was their hush-hush slogan in the 
mountains. As a matter of fact, when they entered Belgrade, they set up 
nurseries for the pregnant partisan women. One of these nurseries was in 
Brankova street, near to my dwelling when I was in Belgrade in 1944. Their 
first step was to try to disrupt the family. Such a code did not find wide 
popular acclaim but this was not due to Tito but in spite of him. The reason 
has to be sought in the established code of the people themselves. Family 
ties kept them in resistance for centuries to all the devilish invaders from 
the East, West and North. Though the Turks ruled for centuries they 
could convert but a minority and finally yielded. As soon as his Western 
backing goes, Tito will also have to yield. 


Eleventh: attitude toward Western Europe. 


The assertion that the Yugoslavs are mainly Westernizers is beyond any 
doubt, but that Tito and his henchmen are constantly eradicating with the 
most ruthless determination every uncontrolled contact with the Western 
world is also beyond question. As a matter of fact, no one can freely leave 
the country. No uncontrolled news from the West is allowed. Listening to 
foreign radio broadcasts is dangerous because forbidden. No newspapers, 
no magazines, no books nor radio sets can enter the country uncontrolled, 
and nothing like it is even wanted officially. The British and American 
Embassies, despite the millions of dollars they give to Tito, can display only 
what Tito’s censorship permits. Nobody can get foreign currency or send 
domestic currency abroad to buy anything from the West (the East does not 
sell anymore). Nobody dares to write much less print anything if it is not 
approved and issued by Tito’s enterprises. No Yugoslav can go freely to 
study at Western schools and universities. 

A sentence of a Yugoslav peasant which filtered through sums up the 
iron dictatorship existing in Yugoslavia: “They beat you and you have to 
shout Zivio Tito (Long live Tito).’ In contradistinction to Mr. Brown I 
would insist ‘that we will only have to reproach ourselves if we ever tend 
to assume that present-day Yugoslavia politically and socially in any way 
does not resemble Russia and cannot develop in the same way. In this era 
of radio, television and air communication, another Tibet is being created 
in Europe. In Yugoslavia the new Middle Age starts and it is earnestly 
to be hoped that in spite of Anglo-American money, the human brain will 
somehow invent the device which can break up this deviation from progress. 


Twelfth: the ‘Slav’ nature of the Russian proper and of the Yugoslav. 

To Mr. Brown’s concluding question: ‘How is it that Russians have so 
seriously lost all moral sense, while the Yugoslavs have grown so powerful 
a moral sense the very origins of the larger conflict which must interest 
every nation and every man?’ I answer simply: The ‘factors of the moment’ 
in the Yugoslav case overpower the ‘historical origins, development and 
outlines of main human spiritual (or mental) factors’ which Mr. Brown 
makes so much of in his article. Once the contemporary development in 
Yugoslavia is posed as our firm foundation very little of the moral sense of 
the Yugoslav peoples is involved. 

It would not have been necessary to trouble oneself over Mr. Brown’s 
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trick of imitating Sidney and Beatrice Webb (Russian Communism, A New 
Civilization?) in consistently painting black for white were it not for the fact 
that a false picture of Tito’s social order tends to influence the Western 
public into consenting to promote the operation of the monopoly which is 
enslaving the Yugoslav peoples. 

The culmination of Mr. Brown’s misrepresentation of Tito’s regime is 
expressed in the sentence: 

‘Nor is it surprising if the Yugoslavs as State builders tended to become 

preoccupied with the problem of how to allow individuals to live their 

own lives within the predetermined area of their country.’ 

Mr. Brown knows very well that Tito was more than any other of the 
satellite masters preoccupied with the problem of how not to allow indivi- 
duals to live their own lives. Even though ‘in its present stage’ Tito is less 
inclined to seize the land, farm collectivization has gone further in Yugo- 
slavia than in any other satellite country. Regarding industry and commerce, 
even the barber shops are already owned by Tito. My impression is that 
Mr. Brown wrote about the case of the Yugoslav people as a doctor who 
was analysing for laymen the cause of a man’s death (killed by the doctor 
himself) but was anxious to pass unpunished. 

The case of Tito and his Anglo-American support is a strong reminder 
not only to the Yugoslavs, who think of and strive for the freedom of the 
individual in their country, but also to all free thinkers in the world for it 
demonstrates what is at stake in the so-called ‘struggle between East and 


West’. 


THE BRITISH ELECTIONS AND 
‘CONTEMPORARY ISSUES’ 


A critique of the brochure ‘No Real Choice: An enquiry into 
the British Elections and how to begin a change’ 


As is known to most readers of this magazine Contemporary Press issued 
a statement by its British friends during February on the occasion of the 
British Elections. Earlier a statement on the 1949 Western German Elections 
was circulated with excellent results. But, unfortunately, the same cannot be 
said for the pamphlet ‘No Real Choice’. 

The explanation for this failure is not to be found in the analysis and 
description of prevailing conditions and tendencies in Britain. In this 
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respect ‘No Real Choice’ laid bare as no other election material did, the 
mechanics of the development toward totalitarianism. And for this alone it 
commanded attention. But in its principal purpose, the one established by 
its sub-title, that of offering a means out of the morass of British parlia- 
mentary futility, the brochure resulted in a miscarriage and the child was 
stillborn. 

This unfortunate denouement came as a call for the formation of 
organisations which, preferably, accepted the analysis made of Britain, 
essentially correct, but whose function was to institute social responsibility. 
These ‘Social Responsibility Groups’ were envisaged as growing in the most 
diverse soils for the most diverse ends. Conservatives as well as ‘Com- 
munists’, Liberals as well as Labourites were to establish these new forms 
for their different purposes . . . ‘so that there be greater assurance to all 
— that their representatives shall represent them more reliably and 
thoroughly’. 

That such groups would be as good as a day of prayer for sunshine was 
clear, in the light not only of the situation prevailing in Britain, but also 
from the complete lack of concrete alternatives proposed as a basis for such 
groups. In fact the unfortunate authors naively acknowledge the vacuumatic 
muddle when they write: ‘Nor is it necessary for us to subscribe to a vote 
for their (the M.P.’s) programmes. On such matters we can agree to disagree 
.. . [our italics]. But the contradiction is not to be resolved with such easy 
and simple programmatic emptiness! Earlier in the pamphlet it is sharply 
and correctly remarked that ‘the various party programmes are consistently 
hypocritical if nothing else. . . - 

What then constitutes the area of agreement for the individuals coming 
together in these groups? It would appear that the hypocrites are required 
to continue their hypocrisy, the quislings (‘Communists’) their betrayals, 
etc. Nor can the protest be seriously made by the authors that the ‘Social 
Responsibility Groups’ would help to expose the hypocrisy, since their 
analysis of Britain had already shown that the parties are even openly 
marching down the road to that barbarism known as statification. Are the 
followers of these parties to be aided in demanding a more rigorous pace? 

It is a sad truth that the ‘objections’ to the groups which the pamphlet 
tries to answer in advance, do in fact have a ‘solid foundation’, not it is true. 
in the ‘irresponsibility of the mass’ (the mass cannot be ‘responsible’) but in 
its backwardness. Never having achieved a great height of social under- 
standing (and therefore no responsibility) even the elementary capacities of 
the ‘mass’ are being daily corroded to an extent that is difficult to compre- 
hend by those ‘leaders’ who are suffering from the same process in other 
respects. Stated concretely, nothing can be expected from followers of any 
of the ‘official’ organisations when their efforts are limited to the confines 
of these organisations—to say nothing of their programmes. 

It is in such a perspective that one must perceive the reality of proposals 
for ‘accounting and recall’ proposed as the mechanism for responsibility. 
Are members of Stalinist parties and their sympathizers capable of holding 
responsible the very leaders they worship and who have destroyed all their 
perceptions of values? For that matter, there are many places in the world 
where ‘recall’ is a part of the written law of the land. That it is rarely if 
ever utilized is proof enough that such proposals alone have no dynamic in 
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this day. That they do have possibilities is not denied. But they must have a 
proper and sound political basis as a precondition. 

It is both an admission of weakness and an explanation to state that the 
failure to develop such a ‘programme’ lies in the impossibility of having 
everyone equally wise in a political movement. Despite hasty efforts to 
correct the error of ‘Responsibility Groups’ by those who appreciated the 
emptiness of such a formula, the pamphlet and the ideas behind it were 
already launched before the weight of greater political experience took effect. 
When acknowledging errors, the other side of the ledger must naturally 
also be rendered. The initiators and supporters of the pamphlet were 
prepared to drop the whole thing in deference to the views of those regarded 
as bearing a greater specific weight in the controversy, on the condition of 
course, that were subsequent discussions to demonstrate the correctness of 
the views put forward by the authors, public explanation was to be made for 
the failure to carry through the electoral activity. But unfortunately an 
activity that has already involved people, at least in thought, cannot be 
called off due to a controversy in which they have had no part. They must 
be made aware of the controversy so that they too can profit from an error. 
The electoral activity went on and summation is being made here. Not at 
all incidental to this summation is the method of solving differences which 
the entire experience establishes — it is practice, not sterile dispute and nose 
counting, which determines for both sides the correctness of the views held. 

The pamphlet was distributed in some thousands and for the most part 
its plea for co-operation was ignored. (The acknowledgements of the various 
candidates in the Elections were even insulting in their curtness and sole 
concern for votes.) Not that such indifference necessarily is proof of the 
failure of the pamphlet, though it is in this instance a contributory con- 
sideration. Those few who did respond favourably to the pamphlet and its 
proposal were quite at a loss as to how to proceed. Which is not surprising 
since even the parents of the ‘Responsibility Groups’ could give no indica- 
tion of their offspring’s probable shape and make-up. About their dim 
conception they write ‘nor are questions related to the more detailed features 
of control, such as proportional representation, the actual composition of 
Social Responsibility Groups, whether of consumers, technicians, workers 
and other experts, etc., relevant. The answer is simply that such problems 
will quite naturally be worked out when we get there, in public discussion.’ 
No discussion of any kind could possibly reconcile these ‘groups’ to anything 
but their own political purposes. It is in the arena of political purposes that 
the analysis of Britain and its development takes on real substance. The 
failure to provide such a basis for the ‘group’ was the direct cause of the 
stillbirth — though thousands had come to see the dead child. One of the 
letters critical of ‘No Real Choice’ skilfully diagnosed this weakness in the 
following paragraph: ‘The call for Social Responsibility Groups as 
oppositional nucleii must therefore have as its premise a firm democratic 
opposition to every party on the basis of their individual records and 
practices. The key pin in the whole process is then not Social Responsibility 
Groups, the political form, but the political orientation of such a group.’ 
There is no such animal as form without content — the candidate of the 
group must at least be committed to certain definite progressive demands 
and be held responsible for them. Without firm opposition and definite aims, 
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any and all groups that may be formed necessarily absorb the premises of 
the very things they struggle against. 

It is fortunate, however, that the body of the pamphlet is so 
unambiguously ‘a firm democratic opposition’ that its contradiction with the 
formal proposals prevented their being developed. 

Aside from small quite unimportant criticisms that may be directed at 
‘No Real Choice’, there is a further matter in which the pamphlet stumbles, 
partly by implication. ‘In assessing taxation for the industries not yet 
nationalized the owner is not allowed to set aside sufficient capital from 
profits realized for adequate replacement of depreciated equipment and raw 
materials expended in the finished product . . . the Government makes it 
increasingly difficult for the industrialist to recover a profit margin. . . .’ 
From the sentences quoted the impression is given that a Jehad in defence 
of the Great God Profit should be undertaken at once. 

It is true that explanation is rendered. ‘We have already indicated that 
the attempts of the State to protect the economic interests of its co-partner- 
ship with the older industrialists leads to a development adverse to the 
interests of the majority, including the less privileged producers.’ But the 
State has always had a partnership of one kind or another with the dominant 
economic classes of society and it has always been at the expense of the 
less privileged producer, i.e. less powerful. That this continues is not 
particularly novel. What is new is that the State has to compel the ‘older 
industrialists’ as well as the new to enter into the present form of partner- 
ship. One of its methods, and not the only or most decisive one, is to drive 
the industrialists, through economic harassment, into bankruptcy or that 
partnership from which they gain so much. However, a far greater compul- 
sion operates through the functioning of the market economy and the 
political considerations which applied to it, which tend to centralize more 
effectively and resistlessly the operation of all industry under the State. 

‘That consumption goods industries are, for the most part, the victims in 
the struggle for a share of the State pelf is no reason to espouse the cause 
of the industrialists as a preferable form of exploitation. What is required 
is a point of demarcation from both State-run industry and inefficient 
‘private enterprise’. 

But this point of demarcation is again part of the political differentiation 
which is so distressingly absent from the pamphlet. The careful exposition 
of how the present mad economy can be rendered rational quite simply and 
in simple terms is the prerequisite first step for any progress at all. At the 
earliest opportunity the formulation of this exposition will be provided. 








Denis Lovejoy 


SOME PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVING 
THE QUALITY OF PUBLIC LIFE 


In view of the crisis which our political system appears to be undergoing 
to-day, and the conflicting nature of the recommendations for overcoming 
it, including proposals so varied as a Third House (Mr. Christopher Hollis), 
Guilds, Social Credit, education of grandmothers (Dr. Margaret Mead), 
Yoga (Dr. Julian Huxley), discipline, Sunday Observance, lobotomy, etc., 
it is felt that a valuable service would be performed by a re-statement of 
the non-controversial a priori principles on which the present conduct of 
public affairs is based, with a view to its improvement. It is therefore 
intended to attempt a revision, with additions, bringing up to date that 
classic of statecraft, A Treatise of the Art of Political Lying (published 1712, 
London, printed for John Morphew, near Stationers-Hall). 

It may well be argued against the project that contemporary statesmen 
have nothing to learn from a treatise of this nature, but is it really true? 
Despite the unprecedented expansion of opportunities for political lying, the 
admittedly great inventions and innumerable discoveries in this field (many 
of which Dr. Arbuthnot, whose original review of the treatise we shall quote, 
scarcely dreamed of), it is unfortunately a fact that there has not been 
commensurable exploitation of the art and, above all in the democracies, 
there is a debilitating tendency towards empiricism with the consequence of 
much waste and overlapping. Indeed, we have even witnessed on occasion 
the perpetration of unforgivable blunders by prominent men who should 
know better. Mr. Churchill, for example, is rightly appalled at Mr. 
Baldwin’s bull-at-the-gate tactics, unworthy of a man of humanistic educa- 
tion. ‘His admission of having been utterly wrong, with all his sources of 
knowledge, upon a vital matter for which he was responsible was held to 
be redeemed by the frankness with which he declared his error and 
shouldered the blame.’ (The Gathering Storm.) 

Discerning readers will admire the masterly touch which goes straight to 
the crux of the matter, regardless of whether or not success was achieved in 
the particular case. A pragmatic approach is too fortuitous for a really 
expert practitioner of the art to rely upon it in matters of import and 
especially when it infringes so elementary a precept as: ‘Whether a Lye is 
best contradicted by Truth, or another Lye. The Author says, that 
considering . . . the great Propensity to believe Lyes in the generality of 
Mankind of late Years, he thinks the properest Contradiction to a Lye, is 
another Lye.’ It is gratifying to observe that this principle is extremely 
well-understood to-day and that the younger generation of pseudologists 
have assimilated the lessons of their models. 

For example, there was not long ago a somewhat tactless altercation in 
Parliament regarding the policy of Unconditional Surrender during the 
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war, the results of which, though exceptionally well-intended at the time, 
have now come to be regarded as contrary to what was purposed. The 
delicate matter of responsibility being raised, it was re-assuring to hear a 
statesman, well-versed in esthetics, rebut insinuation, not clumsily with the 
truth, namely that he shared responsibility, but in full accordance to the 
rule declared above: “The statement was made by President R. without 
consultation with me. I was there on the spot . . . I did give support to it, 
but that was not the idea I had formed in my own mind. . . .’ As comfort- 
ing was the recent behaviour of a young man who, subjected to severe 
interrogation by pastmasters of the art like the gentleman quoted above, 
displayed a maturity of understanding and delicacy of circumspection which 
would have become grey hairs, and augurs well for his future. The matter 
was whether an African chief had been tricked into leaving his people or 
not, and the answer was evidently the product of much reflection, so well- 
chosen was it. The chief had been invited, not enticed. ‘I did not say he 
could return to the Protectorate: I said he could leave England and could 
go back to the Protectorate where he would find that an exclusion order 
had been issued against him.’ But what deserves the highest respect of all 
was the ensuing sentence: ‘But had he not come to London he would have 
been in exactly the same position.’ 

Excellent as the execution was in this case, it is nonetheless not up to 
virtuoso standard for it left some loopholes which are contrary to the rule: 
‘Good artists, like People who build upon a short Lease, will calculate the 
duration of a Lye surely to answer their purpose; to last just as long, and 
no longer, than the Turn is serv’d.’ Any over-estimation of durability 
generally yields the result that ‘the Authors . .. have the Shame and 
Confusion to see themselves speedily contradicted’. Through no fault of 
his own, the promising young artist under consideration stood in danger of 
this happening since it was reported that the chief had postponed his 
departure from England until the adumbrated White Paper giving a full 
explanation of the matter was published. Fortunately the White Paper itself 
saved the situation. 

Had there been failure in this episode, it would have added weight to the 
suggestion by some critics that the Mecca of the art is now on the other 
side of the Iron Curtain. They adduce in favour of this argument, past 
clumsiness and fiascos in Coalition Governments, ‘peace in our time’ efforts, 
and near-failures like that of a late President of a great Republic whose 
activities in engaging his people in war have been exposed much too soon 
(we refer to the disclosure of the background of an attack on a remote 
harbour) and whose work can only be excused by the necessity for haste, 
never a satisfactory circumstance for the true artist. It is the feeling of the 
writer, however, that this view is too alarmist. Certainly the art is in no 
danger of extinction in the West but there is ample room for improvement 
in its practice, to which a study of theory would contribute. 

The author of the treatise himself would be the first to acknowledge the 
need for its revision. He was no dogmatist believing that he had said the 
last word but in a decently humble spirit welcomed the smallest supple- 
mentation of our knowledge. The original reviewer writes: “The Author, in 
his Preface, makes some very judicious Reflexions upon the Original of 
Arts and Sciences. That at first they consist of scatter’d Theorems and 
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Practices, which are handed about among the Masters, and only reveal’d to 
the Filii Artis, till such time as some great Genius appears, who collects these 
disjointed Propositions, and reduces them into a regular System. That this 
is the case of that Noble and Useful Art of Political Lying, which in this 
last Age having been enriched with several new Discoveries, ought not to 
lie any longer in Rubbish and Confusion, but may justly claim a Place in 
the Encyclopzdia, especially such as serves for a Model of Education for an 
able Politician (sic), that he proposes to himself no small Stock of Fame in 
future Ages, in being the first who has undertaken this Design; and for this 
self-same Reason he hopes that the Imperfection of this Work will be 
excused. He invites all Persons who have any Talent that way, or any new 
Discovery, to communicate their Thoughts, assuring them that honourable 
mention shall be made in his Work.” 

It will be necessary, to begin with, to modify the explanation of the 
philosophical basis of pseudology. ‘He reasons Philosophically concerning 
the Nature of the Soul of Man, and those Qualities which render it suscep- 
tible of Lyes. He supposes the Soul to be of the Nature of a Plano- 
Cylindrickal Speculum, or Looking-glass; that the plain side was made by 
God Almighty, but that the Devil afterwards wrought the other side-into a 
Cylindrickal Figure. The plain side represents Objects just as they are, and 
the Cylindrickal side, by the Rules of Catoptricks, must needs represent 
true Objects false, and false Objects true; but the Cylindrickal side being 
much the larger Surface, takes in a greater Compass of visual rays. That 
upon the Cylindrickal side of the Soul of Man depends the whole Art and 
Success of Political Lying.’ This analysis, while not disproved by modern 
science and still adequate for the ruder manifestations of the art, as with 
the Press, must be examined in the light of subsequent knowledge. It is 
undeniable that the complexity of modern life requires an equally complex 
Pseudology. In many cases, extremely intricate lies have to be invented’ and 
the laws of Newtonian mechanics will be incapable of explaining the theory 
of their operation. Furthermore, the theological tinge of the argument has 
to be discarded in a sceptical age, especially where it concerns politicians 


*In cordially repeating the invitation, the writer desires to make it known that 
he considers that a modernized version of the treatise should not be imbued with 
a narrowly nationalistic spirit but that he would welcome examples from every 
country. 

* The highest aspects of political lying to-day undoubtedly involves the greatest 
talent. To demonstrate, the following intricate example is selected. The Red seizure 
of China is being skilfully represented as an episode of the cold war, by being 
blamed exclusively on Russian expansionism. This immediately requires the further 
explanation for the occupation of Manchuria, which was an indispensable pre- 
liminary, that Stalin aided the Allied war effort against Japan for nearly a fortnight 
at the very worst period for the Allies when Japan had the advantage of extremely 
compact interior lines of communication, only the home islands to defend, and a 
minimum of transport, factories and raw materials to encumber her strategy; and 
had, besides, resorted to the typical Oriental trick, designed to put out of employ- 
ment all our enormous war-production, Flying Fortresses, Navies, Armies and 
atomic piles (on which, remember, billions had been expended), of seeking peace 
negotiations through Russia. Furthermore, for the proper construction of this lie, 
hundreds and thousands had to work on all the details, some requiring the most 
skilled microscopic handling, and even then, it is open to argument among scholars 
as to whether or not perfection has been achieved, and whether further lies have 
to be constantly added. It seems that the latter view prevails and will fortunately 
provide a wide field of employment for some years to come. 
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who are peculiarly rational about their interests. There would be no 
difficulty, however, in utilizing modern findings. Psycho-analysis might have 
been especially devised for this purpose. For the plain side of the mirror, we 
need only substitute the conscious, and for the cylindrical side, the 
unconscious, and practically every aspect of the modern political lie is 
covered. Additionally, the division of the personality into three sovereign 
territories, like the U.S.S.R. preparatory to its entry into the U.N.O., or the 
original partition plan for Palestine, renders a far more subtle range of 
prevarications practicable than in the past. But we would leave this to be 
investigated by the qualified specialists of the schools of social psycho- 
analysis who have already made such important contributions as ‘collective 
guilt’, the disablement of opponents by the unravelling of their unconscious 
compulsions and the disembowelling of secret motives. A veritable treasure- 
house awaits to be unlocked by the conscientious political liar. 

Having made these provisions it is found that the treatise is eminently 
suitable for modern conditions, only requiring minor substitutions here and 
there. The definition of the nature of political lying is particularly ingenious 
— ‘the art of convincing People of Salutary Falsehoods, for some Good 
End. He calls it an Art to distinguish it from telling the Truth, which does 
not seem to want Art. . . . He proceeds to prove, that there are Salutary 
Falsehoods, of which he gives a great many instances both before and after 
the War; and demonstrates plainly, that we could not have carried on the 
war so long, without several of these Salutary Falsehoods. He gives Rules 
to calculate the value of a Political Lye in Pounds, Shillings and Pence.’* 

For the beneficiaries of the Atlantic Charter, the Four Freedoms, the 
International Charter of Human Rights, the Five Year Plans, etc., the next 
passage is of vital interest: “The Lawfulness of Political Lying . .. he 
deduces from its true and genuine Principles, by enquiring into the several 
Rights that Mankind have to Truth. He shows, that the People have a 
Right to private Truth from their Neighbours, and economical Truth from 
their Family; that they should not be abused by their Wives, Children and 
Servants‘; that they have no Right at all to Political Truth; That the 
People may as well pretend to be Lords of the Manor and possess great 
Estates” as to have Truth told them in Matters of Government.’ 

Profound issues of constitutional law are treated with the same clarity in 
the following passage which ‘is wholly employed in this Question, Whether 
the Right of Coinage of Political Lyes be wholly in the Government? The 
Author, who is a true friend to English Liberty, determines in the Negative, 
and answers all the arguments of the opposite Party with great acuteness: 
That as the Government of England has a mixture of the Democratical in 
it, so the Right of Inventing and Spreading Political Lyes, is partly in the 
Opposition; and their obstinate adherence to this just Privilege has been 


*It is hoped to devise a calculus suited to contemporary conditions and taking 
account of devaluation; the enhanced status of the dollar, dime, and cent; per- 
quisites of office and newspaper serialization rights, etc.; as soon as a reputable 
economist, versed in price theory, can be secured. 

‘These rights must now fall into abeyance before the greater right of Secret 
Police. 

°'The modern reading should be: “That the People may as well pretend to be 
Masters of Parliament and possess great coal-mines, power-stations, gas-works, 
railways, broadcasting stations, hotels and tourist bureaux. . . .’ 
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most conspicuous, and shin’d with great Lustre of late Years. . . . The 

abundance of Political Lying is a sure sign of true English Liberty. . . 

The importance of these concepts being understood in a Welfare State 

cannot be over-estimated and we must congratulate those who have taken 

a firm stand in Parliament against tendencies which could reduce Britain to 

the level of Russia, where the Government, during the intervals between 

Supreme Soviet Elections, displays a callous disregard for mixtures of the 

Democratical and the right of inventing and spreading political lies is, like 

salt, a State monopoly. 

The classification of political lies in the treatise is somewhat outmoded. 
For example, there is no mention of statistical lies, lies by silence, etc. 
Many of the categories, however, are still extant and a brief survey would 
be fruitful. 

1. “The Additory gives to a Great Man a greater share of Reputation 
than belongs to him, to enable him to serve some Good End or Purpose.’ 
Examples: To acclaim a recently re-elected Supreme Soviet Deputy as a 

great warrior-leader on presenting him with an honorary sword. 
To say of a recently deposed Chancellor: ‘One may dislike 
Hitler’s system and yet admire his patriotic achievement. If our 
country were defeated I hope we should find a champion as 
admirable to restore our courage and lead us back to our place 
among the nations.’ 

To call Mussolini ‘the great Italian law-giver’. 

To call Marshall Aid ‘that generous gesture’. 

2. ‘The Detractory or Defamatory, is a Lye which takes from a Great 
Man the Reputation that justly belongs to him, for fear he should use it to 
the Detriment of the Publick.’ 

Examples: The retraction of the additory and calling Mussolini ‘a jackal’. 
Mr. Shinwell’s tinker cursing and Mr. Bevan’s anti-vermin 
powders. 

The general practice of Communist Parties and their witch- 
hunters. 

3. ‘The Translatory, is a Lye that transfers the Merit of a Man’s good 
Action to another who is in himself more deserving; or, transfers the 
Demerits of a bad Action from the true Author, to a Person who is in 
himself less deserving.’ 

Examples: The Foreign Minister’s transference of conditions in Germany 
to the account of the Leader of the Opposition, and the latter's 
crediting it to the late President Roosevelt’s bank. 

The Ground Nuts Scheme. 

All lovers of the art anticipate further examples of the translatory in 
connection with the futility of the export drive where (a) the indiscipline 
and slackness of the workers will be blamed; (b) the failure of the Govern- 
ment to nationalize everything will be blamed; (c) the spread of irreligion 
will be blamed, etc. Other examples should be forthcoming with regard to 
Malaya and the colonies in general, the Health Scheme, Housing, etc. (See 
Party Election Programmes.) 

The sound common sense in the advice concerning Terrifying Lies and 
Animating or Encouraging Lies will be readily assented to by the 
discriminating. ‘Terrifying Objects should not be too frequently shown to 
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the People, lest they grow familiar.’ We may trust President Truman, the 
British party leaders and their counterparts on the other side of the Oder- 
Neisse line, to behave responsibly and avoid extreme courses as may have 
grave repercussions on the future of political lying. ‘It is absolutely neces- 
sary that the People of England should be frighted with Stalin and the 
Atomic Bomb once a year but, that the Bears should be chain’d up again 
till that Time Twelve-month. The want of Observing this so necessary a 
Precept, in bringing out the Raw-head and Bloody-bones upon every trifling 
occasion, has produc’d great Indifference in the vulgar of late Years.’ 

Animating Lies, however, have in the past few years come to be regarded 
as a prerogative of the Labour Government and this underlies Mr. Attlee’s 
not quite just indignation at the election programme of the Conservative 
Party, and his attempt to denigrate their achievement by characterizing it as 
merely ‘one of the most dishonest documents I have ever read’ is probably 
the outcome of his resentment at Mr. Churchill’s ability. ‘It is unfortunate 
(Surely an unworthy sneer at the consummate skill of a rival!) that his 
words are taken at the face value in other countries.’ This is a double-edged 
sword and opens the Labour Party to like retaliation. The Tories may well 
be incited to minimize ‘Labour Believes in Britain’ in similar fashion when, 
in reality, there is a considerable body of opinion among art critics that it is 
‘the most dishonest document’ they have ever read. We must, however, 
reluctantly leave the controversy and observe that the following strictures 
should be brought to the attention of the authors of the promise to put 
‘economic power into the hands of the nation’. Animating Lies ‘should not 
far exceed the common degrees of Probability, and that there should be a 
variety of them, and the same Lye not obstinately insisted upon; that the 
Promissory or Prognosticating Lyes should not be upon short Days, for 
fear the Authors should have the Shame and Confusion to see themselves 
speedily contradicted. He examines by these Rules, that well-meant, but 
unfortunate Lye of Emergency which continued near twenty Years together; 
but at last, by being too obstinately insisted upon, it was worn threadbare, 
and became unsuccessful.’ Sir Stafford Cripps will not take amiss a piece of 
well-meant constructive criticism of his disappointing behaviour in connec- 
tion with devaluation. It unquestionably set a bad example. Risks have to 
be taken, there is no doubt, but there is no need for foolhardiness. Sir 
Stafford who is no tyro must have known that he would be soon contra- 
dicted, and should have taken the precaution of catching a cold and leaving 
the whole business to an underling who could be suitably compensated with 
a directorship on some nationalized board or other. 

The enquiry, ‘Which of the two Parties are the greatest Artists in Political 
Lying’ is a remarkably learned survey of the subject, although naturally it 
will provide a fruitful field for debate. The author’s opinion, which some 
may disagree with, is that ‘the Tories . . . have been better believed of 
late; but that Labour have much the greater Genius’s among them’. It 
would be useful to conduct a Gallup Poll in order to test the assertion as 
scientifically as the recent Presidential election in America. ‘He attributes 
the late ill Success of the Labour Party to their glutting the Market, and 
retailing too much of a bad Commodity at once: Where there is too great 
a Quantity of Worms, it is hard to catch the Gudgeon.’ The recommenda- 
tion for repairing this state of affairs is so unorthodox that a certain 
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scepticism is pardonable. ‘He proposes a Scheme for the recovery of the 
Credit of the Labour Party, which indeed seems to be somewhat Chimerical, 
and doés not savour of that sound Judgement the Author has shown in the 
rest of the Work. It amounts to this, ‘That the Party should agree to vent 
nothing but Truth for three Months together, which will give them Credit 
for six Months Lying afterwards.’ Modern experience has taught us that 
the scheme, dubious under normal conditions, may work when desperate 
circumstances call for desperate remedies. When the whole art had been 
brought into disrepute by unscrupulous and irresponsible vulgarizers, the 
promise of ‘blood, sweat, tears and toil’ gained the reward of a truly heroic 
sacrifice and transfused new vitality into the practice of pseudology. It is 
scarcely to be expected that this will happen again in our generation, 
however. As the author says, ‘He owns, he believes it almost impossible to 
find fit Persons to execute this Scheme’. 

Finally, we arrive at the most engrossing topic of all which must 
indeed inspire us with pride at the progress we have made. It is concerned 
with nothing less ambitious than ‘a Project for Uniting the several smaller 
Corporations of Lyars into one Society’. ‘This Society ought to consist of 
the Heads of each Party: that no Lye is to pass current without their 
Approbation, they being the best Judges of present Exigencies, and what 
sort of Lyes are demanded: That in such a Corporation there ought to be 
Men of all Professions, that . . » Decency and Probability, may be observ’d 
as much as possible: That besides the Persons above-mentioned, this 
Society ought to consist of the hopeful Genius’s about the Town .. 
Travellers, Virtuosos, Fox-hunters, Jockeys, Attorneys and Sea-men and 
Soldiers out of the Hospitals of Greenwich and Chelsea. To this Society, so 
constituted, ought to be committed the Management of Lying. That in their 
outer Room there ought always to attend some Persons endow’d with a 
great Stock of Credulity, a Generation that thrives mightily in this Soil and 
Climate: He thinks a sufficient Number of them may be pick’d up any 
where about the Exchange: These are to circulate what the other Coin; for 
no Man spreads a Lye with so good a Grace as he that believes it. That the 
rule of the Society is to invent a Lye, and sometimes two, for every day; in 
the Choice of which great Regard ought to be had to the Weather, and 
the Season of the Year: Your ... Terrifying Lyes, do mighty well in 
November and December, but not so well in May and June, unless the 
Easterly Winds reign. That it ought to be Penal, for any body to talk of 
any thing but the Lye of the Day. That the Society is to maintain a 
sufficient Number of Spies at Court, and other Places, to furnish Hints and 
Topicks for Invention; and a general Correspondence in all the Market- 
Towns, for circulating their Lyes. That if any one of the Society were 
observ’d to blush, or look out of Countenance, or want a necessary Circun- 
stance in telling the Lye, he ought to be expell’d, and declared incapable. 
Besides the Roaring Lyes, there ought to be a Committee for Whispers, 
constituted of the ablest Men of the Society. Here the author makes a 
Digression in Praise of the Labour Party for the right understanding and 
Use of Proof-Lyes. A Proof-Lye is like a Proof-Charge for a Piece of 
Ordnance, to try a Standard-Credulity. . . . The Labour Party do wisely, 
to try the Credulity of the People sometimes by Swingers, that they may be 
able to judge to what height they may Charge them afterwards.’ The 
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author was undoubtedly thinking of experiments like raising the price of 
bread by twopence, then lowering it by a penny. 

Too great significance cannot be placed on the warning to ‘the Heads of 
Parties against Believing their own Lyes: which has prov’d of pernicious 
Consequences of both a Wise Party and a Wise Nation having regulated 
their Affairs upon Lyes of their Invention’. There are undoubted signs that 
the Conservative Press has unnecessarily alarmed itself by beginning to 
believe that the Labour Government is really introducing Socialism. Some 
resignations in the last Parliament seem to indicate that even in the Labour 
Party, some M.P.s were beginning to believe in the accusation. “The Causes 
of this he supposes to be too great a Zeal and Intentness in the Practice of 
this Art, and a vehement Heat in mutual Conversation, whereby they 
persuade one another, that what they wish and report to be true, is really 
so. That all Parties have been subject to this Misfortune: the Tories have 
been constantly infested with it, but, the Labour Party of late seems even 
to exceed them in this ill Habit and Weakness(cf. especially the New States- 
man and Nation). To this Chapter, the Author subjoins a Calendar of Lyes 
proper for the several Months of the Year.’ 

The author would have been highly gratified at the fulfilment of his 
plan for a Corporation of Liars. He could never have expected it to attain 
its present scope. As the different parties have clearly reached unanimity on 
what is called foreign policy and approach it in everything else, it is not to 
be doubted that the great step of establishing the united Corporation of 
Liars has been taken. How long ago it happened, we cannot exactly say, as 
it would be contrary to the purposes of the Corporation to publish its 
proceedings. It was certainly in operation some decades ago, perhaps during 
the period of Coalition Governments. But it is overshadowed by the 
triumphant inauguration of the International Corporation of Political Liars 
which recently suppressed the black-leg institution, the Axis Corporation of 
Liars. The latter by its exaggeration and debasement of all sound principles 
threatened to betray forever the standards and prestige of the art. Now that 
the I.C.P.L. is functioning, there is security for conoisseurs and practitioners 
and we have only to read the discussions at the U.N.O.° and survey the 
results of Big Three Conferences to be assured that the future of political 
lying is in safe hands. Naturally, the author of the Treatise had no concep- 
tion of the highly organized means which would be at the disposal of the 
Corporation and his suggestions must seem to us somewhat primitive. The 
chief resource is, of course, the Press and the Corporation should early set 
about making this medium of political lying more adequate to its purpose. 
It is with profound sorrow that, after the passage of centuries, we are 
compelled to reiterate: ‘He inveighs severely against the folly of Parties, in 
retaining such Scoundrels and Men of Low Genius to retail their Lyes: 
such as most of the present News-writers are, who beside a strong Bent and 
Inclination towards the Profession, seem to be wholly ignorant in the Rules 
of Pseudology, and not at all qualified for so weighty a Trust.’ The conse- 
quences of this lamentable combination of proclivity with want of ability 
was recently demonstrated, to the shame of all genuine artists, in the latest 
Fuchs-hunting episode when ignorant, or wilfully neglecting, sound premises 


‘It was a stroke of genius to elect a Mr. Lie as Secretary-General, cf., for 
example, his handling of the UNO building contracts, 
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and principles, the Press plunged into a bout of mediocre political lying 
which must reflect badly upon the more sober and soundly-constructed lies 
of statesmen, Parliamentarians, Congressmen, and U.N.O. delegates. These 
blunderers are liable to upset years of hard work and while most methods 
are legitimate in the attempt to increase circulation and in accordance with 
free enterprise, the greater must not be jeopardized by the lesser. It is 
unworthy of a great and free Press to engage in behaviour which demeans 
responsible Pseudology. Worse than that, it is short-sighted in the extreme 
for it endangers the very basis of its own existence. There has been much 
talk of late of raising the standards of journalism. Is it too much to appeal 
to the decency of the Press? The only other course would be to introduce 
legislation regularizing standards as in other professions, and to limit the 
practice of political lying exclusively to properly trained men, satisfying 
qualifications imposed by the I.C.P.L. It is to be hoped that U.N.E.S.C.O, 
will take the matter in hand. 


HONEST TO GOLD 


Condemnation of the system of managed currencies was voiced by Dr. J. 
E. Holloway, who retired a few days ago from the appointment of Secretary 
for Finance. 

He said that currencies were controlled by small groups of men working 
in secret who wielded dictatorial powers but could not control events. They 
were forced to act dishonestly in controlling currencies, and had robbed the 
ordinary men and women of the world of hundreds of millions of pounds. 
‘I was one of those men: they gave me the power—the power to do 
dishonest things,’ he said. ‘I did not want it; I fought against it; but mostly 
events were too strong for me and they overbore me.’ 

‘Our monetary system to-day all over the world is completely totalitarian, 
Dr. Holloway said. ‘Gold, the only safeguard of liberty, is kept away from 
the individual citizen. The promise on our bank notes is not honoured. The 
value of money is what it is made by small groups of bureaucrats in Govern- 
ment offices and central banks. The trick is easy once one knows how it is 
done.’ It was brought to perfection in Germany by Dr. Schacht, who had 
suggested that since Sir Stafford Cripps and Mr. Snyder had now become 
his disciples, they should erect statues to him in London and Washington. 
There was some justice in his claim, Dr. Holloway added. 


(The Times, 10th July, 1950.) 
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LICENSED DEMOCRACY IN 
GERMANY 


1. COMMENT 


Durie last year’s elections in Germany we issued, both in English 
and in German, a four-page leaflet entitled ‘Occupation Unaltered’ where we 
attempted to explain to the German people and to interested sections of the 
public in other countries that the election, ushering in the ‘new’ constitution, 
was ‘in all detail. . . nothing more than an accomplished farce’. We 
indicated this concretely by investigating the terms of the Occupation 
Statute accepted by the ‘leaders’ of the majority parties, which placed 
‘arbitrary authority in the hands of Occupation Powers’ thus nullifying in 
practice the freedoms lavishly promised by the Bonn constitution. Response 
to our leaflet was truly gratifying and we followed it up by a questionnaire 
to determine in contemporary detail the truth of our prediction. In it we 
wrote: ‘It is now necessary to set in motion as widely as possible a detailed 
investigation into every political infringement subsequent to the convening 
of the Parliament at Bonn. Quite literally every infringement is to be investi- 
gated no matter how small it might appear to be.’ From the hundreds of 
letters, newspaper cuttings, extracts from Government documents, etc., 
received, we can begin to carry out our undertaking in the questionnaire 
‘to digest and publish for distribution in Germany and many countries the 
material we receive’. We also publish extracts from four letters in order that 
the reader might appreciate, as we did with most of the correspondence, 
how seriously and carefully the reports were drawn up. 

The original analysis of the election and the forecast based on it proved 
correct in terms of subsequent events. We hope those correspondents who 
doubted the likelihood of our analysis will be less sceptical. From those who 
mistrusted our undertaking by asking: ‘What is behind it? What is the 
basis?’ ete., (and understandably distrust ran like a red thread through most 
of the correspondence) we can, we hope, more readily expect the concession 
that an attempt at proper understanding lies ‘behind it’ and actions ‘based’ 
on such understanding. It is of decisive importance for a democratic move- 
ment that ideas be uninterruptedly tested and proved in practice — the 
indispensable means for gaining the respect and trust of everybody 
concerned. 

We fully realize that only a beginning has been made and ‘renew our 
invitation to all interested persons to help us fill in the great mass of detail 
through submitting further reports, criticisms, newspaper extracts, etc., and 
above all to bring to our attention any errors in the assimilation of the 
material-so far at hand. Again we happily commit ourselves to ‘public 
control’. Wherever possible we are anxious for reports on conditions in the 
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Eastern zone of Germany, but understand that in the atmosphere of police 
and Party espionage and terror the utmost caution has to be exercised. 


Freedom of Movement 


According to Press reports received the ‘High Commissioners’ have 
drafted a law whereby the Authorities have the right to banish politically 
undesirable Germans or foreigners from Germany. Further investigation, 
however, disclosed that the Press had given false information. It is actually 
as follows: ‘An old expulsion law of Military Government was abolished 
and a new order was issued which . . . is practically the same and only 
laconically substitutes “High Commissioner” for “Military Government”. 
It remains as before that any German “who does not have his usual 
residence in the territory of the Federal Republic” (this clause was omitted 
from the misleading and unqualified Press report) and any foreigner will be 
expelled from the Federal Republic “when his residence is calculated to 
endanger the maintenance of public order or the security of the Allied fight- 
ing forces or to damage their prestige”. (Extract from Law No. 10 of 27th 
September, 1949, though naturally without the italics.) What a truly 
wonderful political independence! While this law hampers the free move- 
ment of visitors to Germany and of Germans from one zone to another, it 
hits most heavily at any new influx of refugees from the East in search of a 
livelihood. The blatant interference by Occupation Authority with the free- 
dom of movement of German refugees found its large scale application 
recently in connection with the expellees from Czechoslovakia and Poland. 
‘The Allied High Commission has instructed the Government to forbid the 
entry into Germany of all unauthorized refugees from Poland and Czecho- 
slovakia.’ (Manchester Guardian, 15th March, 1950), and this in spite of 
strong criticism from German authorities. 


Freedom to form Parties and the Right of Assembly 


In spite of official subterfuge and confusion, permission from authority is 
still required for the formation of a political Party in the British and French 
zones, and the right of assembly is still interfered with. We draw our 
readers’ attention to only one notorious example of the infringements of 
these freedoms loudly promised in the constitution. A ban was placed on 
the Rengsdorf conference of the Nauheim circle. It is not a question of 
whether one supports or rejects Prof. Noack’s ideas for the ‘neutralization’ 
of Germany. The point is his right to maintain committees and propagate 
his ideas. 


Equality before the Law 


Our correspondents report that the avowed equal right of all before the 
law whilst it exists as a code in writing is frequently not carried out in 
practice. Many cases of abuse have been described to us in detail. The 
absolutely undemocratic denazification comedy, ordered by the Allies, 
discriminates brutally between two classes of people with different rights. 
There is no discoverable principle of justice in its practice. Former profes- 
sional officers complain that they are deprived of the right to a pension since 
1945 in terms of a law promulgated by Occupation Powers, while civil 
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officials, irrespective of whether they were Nazis or not, are again receiving 
their pensions. The ruling circles are permeated with former Nazis. One 
civilian writes that in spite of the fact that he had never been a functionary 
of the Nazi party he has been deprived of the franchise. He had merely 
been employed as a Feldmeister in the Labour Service and the denazification 
officials were unable to prove that he had ‘advanced National Socialism’ in 
any ‘essential’, Many tried and tested resistance fighters against Hitler have 
been placed on the black-list and penalized before the law. We quote only 
one pathetic example. The case of a Spartacist in his eightieth year is known 
to us who not only failed to receive any compensation for injuries suffered 
in concentration camp, but from 1936 to 1949 has not received his old age 
pension. Naturally the worst cases of inequality are reported to us from 
among the Eastern refugees who, in the division of the population into 


locals and refugees, are treated as second-class citizens and only formally 
enjoy equal rights. 


Freedom of the Press 


The confused and contradictory replies of different correspondents on the 
question of the freedom to publish unambiguously shows how difficult it is 
for the German people to find their way through the muddle of permits, 
decrees, prohibitions, etc., rendering what is allowed and what is forbidden 
quite obscure. But sifting through the material it would appear that a licence 
is no longer required in the Western zones though this new freedom is by 
no means readily available to individuals. In registering publications every 
conceivable obstacle, varying according to place and circumstance, is put in 
the way of independent groupings and individuals by the German authori- 
ties. (See page 140.) In these ways new political groups are hampered and 
priority given to those individuals and groups formerly associated with the 
bankrupt parties of the period of the Weimar republic — the Social 
Democrats and those reactionaries who owned the General Advertisement 
Press to which Hugenberg owed so much in his time. 

As revealed by this short report we limited ourselves in our questionnaire 
to inquiries into only political infringements. But in order to give our 
readers a more rounded view of the analysis in our leaflet we must mention 
that there we in no way neglected questions of economics and foreign 
affairs. As we pointed out both these aspects of administration were in fact 
guaranteed to Occupation authorities by Military Statute. The control of 
Germany’s economic life continues in the form of yet more dismantlings, 
further demonstrated by the intervention of the Powers on devaluation of 
the German Mark. In her foreign relations Germany is entirely at the mercy 
of arbitrary external authority. She has been divested of the Saar without a 
by-your-leave and her mooted representation on the Council of Europe is 
consultative. Occupation has indeed continued with further painful effects. 

On the question of the elections our attitude was naturally one of boycott 
though without any illusions whatever that we could immediately bring this 
about and affect the outcome of the elections. The task still remains non- 
adaptation by the German people to the politics and practices of existing 
Government and officialdom. By standing firmly aside from the whole dirt, 
that is, by not lending the name of ‘national approval’ to practices that can 
only further aggravate the crisis of Germany and Europe, every individual 
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makes it clear that exclusive responsibility rests on the Government itself 
and its loyal Occupiers, whereby its malpractices, both at home and abroad, 
become transparently its own property. The task is to denude betrayal of 
every screen. The more sharply this determination is expressed in actions 
and also in written forms the greater the possibility of enlightening werld 
opinion and of bringing pressure to bear upon public representatives in 
England, France, America, as well as in Germany. In the meantime this 
report will be sent to selected members of Parliament in an endeavour to 
get questions raised in the House and will be circulated to interested 
individuals to encourage in the various countries ‘a free interchange of 
responsible opinion and help in actions’. 


2. CORRESPONDENCE 


Letter No. | 
30th November, 1949. 


I am filled with deep respect at your continuance of the fight for freedom 
and justice with such intensity irrespective of whether or not it involves 
people with whose political opinions you do not agree. 

With regard to the questions in your circular of 24th November, 1949, I 
can give you the following information: 

(1) In the British Zone, a sort of licence is required as before for the 
publication of a newspaper or periodical. The Nordrhein-Westfalen Land 
Government has formed a twelve-member Press committee consisting only 
of persons belonging to hitherto established and licensed parties. This 
twelve-member committee must give its blessing to any application for 
starting a newspaper, having a veto right or rather a right of prohibition 
when the applicant is suspected of having nationalist, militarist and neo- 
fascist aims. How far this noble conception is being stretched can best be 
judged from previously described instances. Thus, if anyone does not agree 
politically with the line of hitherto licensed parties, he receives one of the 
above-mentioned neat adjectives and is condemned to refusal of the 
application. 

(2) To obtain permission for holding a public meeting, according to the 
latest decision of Military Government of the British zone, only the consent 
of the relevant Lord Mayor or Mayors is required. The latter, however, 
can refuse it on the same grounds as above. The best example of this was 
the recent ban on the conference of the ‘Nauheim Circle’ conducted by 
Prof. Noack. This time recourse was not had to one of the adjectives of 
para. 1 but the reason given was that East-West conversations might 
‘endanger’ the West German Republic. It is therefore apparent that the 
mentioned adjectives of para. 1 are now inadequate but more and more are 
being scrupulously added. Formerly the National Socialist State grounded 
its prohibitions in very much the same way and the Bolshevik State follows 
no different path. Where indeed now lies the difference between the Eastern 
and Western zones? Some clever man said recently: ‘It’s a bit colder in 
the Eastern zone.’ 

(3) The peak point of the so-called ‘democratic freedoms’ solemnly 
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briefed in the Bonn Constitution and apparently recognised officially by 
the proclamation of the Occupation Statute, are to be encountered in the 
unaltered licence prescriptions with regard to political parties. Although the 
right to express political opinions and to form political groups and parties 
is expressly mentioned in paras. 9, 10 and 11 of the Bonn Constitution, 
according to official information supplied to me, the decisions of British 
Military Government are still in force whereby the activity of a political 
formation is only possible by permission of the relevant Resident Officer or 
rather Land or Zone Governor. When applications are made, the teasing 
game is resumed whereby the Resident Officer inquires in the most friendly 
manner as to the ‘resonance’ of the applying party among the population. 
When he is answered that it is desired to discover the resonance by holding 
a public meeting, the meeting or rather the political formation is prohibited 
on the glorious ground that not enough resonance could be proved to date 
and that some unnecessary splinter party is involved. By contrast, the 
reason is sometimes given that the particular party programme does not 
differ essentially from any other party programme. It is said in the same 
breath, however, that the new political formation is clearly pursuing 
nationalistic, militaristic and neo-fascistic aims. According to that, the 
already licensed parties like SPD, CDU, Centre Party and FDP must also be 
pursuing those accursed aims, for apparently no considerable difference 
exists between the party programme of the new formation and the party 
programmes of the already licensed formations. I can only repeat that the 
whole conception of democracy has been degraded to a music hall gag. 


J.H.v.0., Gronau. 


Letter No. 2 
19th January, 1950. 


With regard to freedom of Press, personal freedom, freedom of assembly, 
permission to form associations, in a State in which there are Occupation 
Armies, I can say that fundamentally there can be no talk of freedom in 
the Lincoln sense or in that of the Swiss Constitution. This, too, is quite 
natural so there is little sense in being critical. On the whole since the 
unconditional surrender was imposed on the German people there have 
been many changes so that one can speak of some relief already although 
the Occupation costs devour something like half of the whole budget. 
Against that one must contrast the fact that in many other countries the 
upkeep of armies and armaments devours millions and will continue to do 
so for some time to come, so that our burden though very unpleasant 
indeed must be borne by a defeated people because there is no possibility 
of throwing off this burden. 

Nor can I give you any details with regard to freedom of movement. It 
is almost lamed in Germany in consequence of the difficulty of obtaining 
permission to move to other places. People who are able to spend a great 
deal of money by evading taxes do not have to suffer much from lack of 
freedom of movement especially when they can journey abroad or even 
settle there. For the majority of Germans, however, there is no freedom of 
movement if this is to be understood as freedom to travel unrestrictedly 
within the three zones. This is the case. 
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Formally there is equality for all before the law but it is different in 
practice. There are two categories of people. The one includes those who 
are unaffected by the so-called de-Nazification law. I estimate this group 
of people at about 75 per cent. of adults whereas the remaining 25 per cent. 
must suffer greater or less disadvantages like complete expropriation, e.g. 
Krupp, or restriction of freedom to trade, with temporary seizure of their 
possessions, not to mention internment. I belong to the group of former 
professional soldiers and their next of kin. This group of people who 
have no franchise whatever and were completely unpolitical and generally 
opposed to the Hitler regime have been completely deprived of rights by a 
Control Council law. In addition through the stipulations of the shop 
stewards, through the decisions of the management, through the fear of 
independent works managers of penalisation, no professional soldiers are 
appointed to posts for which they are fitted by knowledge and capacity, 
so that in general the professional soldiers actually get the lowliest and 
worst-paid jobs like stable boys, hawkers, small salesmen, nightwatchmen, 
etc. in order to keep their families a little above water. A very large section 
of them served the fatherland loyally for a life-time under the monarchy, 
the republic and the Hitler regime and have a claim to a provision for life. 
While, for example, the Nazi officials or police officials expelled from their 
positions received their appropriate pensions, the professional soldiers 
received not a penny. Of late changes have been introduced in some Lander 
on the instructions of the three High Commissioners but it is still a matter 
of alms which provide for a section of these groups of people insofar as 
they are incapable of work. This is undoubtedly proof that there is no equal 
right for all in the Western Zone. 

I can say nothing about freedom of conscience since I have collected no 
evidence in this connection. 

Nothing is known to me with regard to persecution of individual groups 
of people. I remember, of course, that an article appeared in the Press 
some time ago according to which freedom of the Press would be subject 
to some restrictions. Thus, the left- and right- radical groups cannot write 
and argue as they desire without risking punishment for their utterances. 
Whether the punished people are also persecuted politically I do not know. 
It should be certain that supervisory organs of the Occupation Powers are 
in unceasing operation. Those organs will certainly know of all persons 
hostile to the Occupation Authorities and the State. At a given time these 
people will certainly be locked up. Thus, in the moment of danger, there 
will be an indication of the extent of the supervision over the population. 


E. K., Dusseldorf. 


Letter No. 3 
27th November, 1949. 


Until the middle of September, a license was necessary. In the meantime 
licensing has been abolished but there is no certainty as to what restrictions 
remain in force. . . I must not postpone describing to you the course of 
my Press licence, from which you will recognize how democratically we art 
being suppressed in Germany. Already in 1946 I wished to publish a 
periodical. The Military Government informed me that I had to fill in a 
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form (it was easy for me since all questions with regard to Nazi could be 
immediately answered No). After a long period had elapsed and I had 
inquired about my application more than once I received. . . . no answer. 
Further inquiries dragged on. . . and still no answer. In 1947 I was told 
to apply for a cultural certificate. I did so and waited a year — enquiring 
meanwhile — without reply. I then received the certificate and renewed my 
licence application. No answer — and when the Military Government 
handed the job over to German functionaries my unanswered applications 
were not forwarded to the German committees but were returned to me 
personally with the dust thick upon them. I sent my application for a licence 
to the German officials and had to pay 150 DM. in advance. A long time 
passed before my case was taken up. It was suddenly stated that my appli- 
cation would be examined only when a completely printed specimen was 
supplied. It is well known that such a specimen number would cost many 
thousands of marks. I protested and achieved the substitution of a draft 
proof which also cost several hundred DM. After a long time I found that 
it was inadequate. I was required to give proof of each collaborator and 
from each an assurance of his collaboration. I refused to comply with this 
unheard of presumption categorically for no author will give such a declara- 
tion if he does not wish to be exposed or even persecuted. The manuscripts 
of the individual articles were then desired and were placed before a special 
committee including an expert to give an opinion on the contents. This 
expert was an absolute layman and in no way gave an opinion but censored 
the contents, partly in an unprecedented manner. On request a second 
opinion was received from an astronomer who, however, expressed himself 
favourably. Instead of a licence being granted there was further procras- 
tination and while freedom of the Press was already being proclaimed I 
was granted a provisional licence which, two days later, was overhauled by 
the coming into force of the freedom of the Press. Irony is a mild term 
for this sort of manipulation of German services. 


F. L., Dusseldorf. 


Letter No. 4 
Ist December, 1949. 


Of decisive and central significance is the infringement if not the complete 
abrogation of the Bonn Constitution announced no more than a few months 
ago—in connection with the agreement between the High Commissioner 
and Dr. Adenauer. According to the constitution (unsanctioned by any 
referendum) such an agreement could only be signed by the Federal Presi- 
dent. Besides, again according to the constitution, it only has validity when 
it has been discussed and sanctioned as a constitutional proposal in the 
Federal Parliament. On both points Dr. Adenauer has gone beyond the 
constitution so that with the greatest loyalty towards the Occupation Power 
even, we do not know what legal position we are living under. Obviously 
this arbitrariness of the central strata affects all spheres so that the small 
and less obvious restrictions of political freedom are only to be regarded 
as the logical fulfilment of this picture. 

T. K., Hamburg. 
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GERMAN PRESS EXPOSURE 
EDITORIAL NOTE 


The ‘democratic’ fagade in Germany is so fragile that any serious 
criticism of conditions there immediately evokes vilification, slander, lies — 
methods indispensable to arbitrary authority. In our Autumn issue we were 
able to reveal to our readers the shabby practice of two supposedly 
reputable British papers, the Manchester Guardian and the Spectator, which 
tried to make their readers believe that those associated with our publica- 
tions are fascists. In this issue we publish two articles from the German 
Press typical of its attempts to tar us with the brush of Otto Strasser and 
political reaction, and are fortunate to be able also to publish our correspon- 
dence with the journalist responsible for a number of the Press attacks on us. 
The juxtaposition of this material which we present chronologically requires 
no comment for it immediately reveals that our journalist friend, in order to 
mislead the public and to fulfil one of the main functions of the Press, has 
deliberately agreed to think falsely. Our letters to those editors involved in 
the slander drew a blank and demonstrate that they also are allies in the 
process. 


1. CORRESPONDENCE 


Letter from H. Hellmann 


Mrs. E. V. Swart, 

Contemporary Press, 

10 Blomfield Court, 

London, W.9. 13th December, 1949. 
Dear Madam, 

I wish to confirm my telephone call of yesterday and repeat that I have 
been asked to obtain information about your activities and aims by my 
German editors whom I represent in London. The papers I represent are: 

Schwabische Landeszeitung, Augsburg, 

Bremer Nachrichten, Bremen, 

Neue Ruhr-Zeitung, Essen. 
I should indeed be grateful if you would let me have copies of your English 
and German publications for my information.’ 

In reporting about you, I wish to avoid falling into the same trap as the 
editor of the Spectator obviously did. Therefore I am placing before you the 
amount of information I have collected about you from other quarters, and 
I would be extremely obliged if you would take the trouble of checking it 
and telling me whether this information is correct and, if not, in what way 
you wish it to be corrected. I do not need to stress that this information is 
not my opinion, but material received from another side which I wish to 
corroborate with your help. Here is the information: — 

Mr. and Mrs. Swart were, until some years ago, leading members of the 
South African Communist Party in Johannesburg. Either Mr. or Mrs. 
Swart, or both were then members of the Johannesburg City Council. They 


* See postscript. 
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were involved in an anti-communist police action of the Smuts government. 

Later on, they left the Communist Party and attached themselves to one 
of the many groups derived from American Trotskyism. Their particular — 
group took a development that led them away from the traditional tenets 
and the phraseology of traditional revolutionary Marxism, especially because 
they realized that the Marxist terminology tended to isolate them from those 
circles which they wished to influence. Of the Trotskyite tradition, they 
retained only the following elements: — 

(1) The wish to regenerate original ‘Soviet democratic’ Communism of the 
first years of the Russian revolution; 

(2) In consequence, the aim to fight for the destruction of ‘degenerated’ 
Soviet Communism and its foreign agencies, the Communist parties; 

(3) On the other hand, also to fight against bourgeois and imperialist 
democracy of the capitalist West. 

This placed them in the position of having to wage a struggle on “Two 
fronts’, both with regard to the traditional political parties and movements, 
and to the two World Power blocs. The obvious field for waging this 
struggle under favourable conditions is post-war Germany, as it is divided 
and torn between the two Power blocs. In Germany alone, there exists a 
multitude of groups, movements and new parties who are both anti-Soviet 
and hostile to Western imperialism, and who are trying to find a common 
platform for building up an independent anti-Soviet and anti-capitalist 
policy. ‘Contemporary Press’ and the group behind it attempt to unify these 
groups on a common platform of anti-capitalist democracy and freedom of 
opinion and activity for everybody and anybody. 

In this fight, there are many points of*concord with the aims of Otto 
Strasser, and this is the reason why ‘Contemporary Press’ has permitted 
Strasser to use its publications, from time to time, for publishing his appeals 
and statements. 

Nevertheless, ‘Contemporary Press’ does not identify itself completely 
with Strasser’s aims of building a corporate state, of sweeping away all the 
traditional forms of party politics, and of creating a new social and political 
hierarchy described as the ‘Bipolar Trinity’. The points of agreement are 
mainly: 

Hostility against the Occupation Authorities, 

Hostility against the ‘Monopoly Parties’, 

Perfect Freedom for all political dissenters, no matter what their 
programme is. 

Mr. U. O. W. Jacobs, the official owner of ‘Contemporary Press’, is the 


son of the late Monty Jacobs, a former theatre critic of the Ullstein Press, 
Berlin, who died as a refugee in Britain. 


Not known to me or my informant are: 

The sources of finance for the activities of ‘Contemporary Press’. I leave 
itto you to give me information on this point that you think suitable. 

The international ramifications of ‘Contemporary Press’ especially its 
American affiliations and publicity. 


I should be grateful for your assistance in avoiding the production of a 


ew journalistic ‘canard’. 


Yours faithfully, 
(Signed) Henry HELLMANN. 
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P.S.—On having finished this rather inquisitive letter, I received sample 
copies of Contemporary Issues and Dinge Der Zeit and have just glanced 
through them. I am inclined, on the basis of this superficial reading, to stick 
to the impression that your group is of a Marxist, possibly ‘Trotskyite, 
derivation. However, I admit that the attempt to tar you with Otto Strasser’s 
brush is wholly unjustified. 


(Initialled) H.H. 


Reply 


Mr. Henry Hellmann, 

3-6 Northwood Hall, 

Hornsey Lane, 

London, N.6. 18th December, 1949. 
Dear Mr. Hellmann, 

We very much appreciate your attempt to check the information you have 
received about us before reporting on our activities and aims to your 
German editors (if only all journalists would behave in the same responsible 
manner! ), but first of all a preliminary comment. The fact that you had to 
write us this sort of letter at all which you yourself refer to as ‘inquisitive’ is 
a reflection of just how degenerate politics is to-day. The whole ‘climate’ 
to-day is one of cynicism which has fallen into the last ditch of rejecting any 
possibility of sincere political behaviour and of ‘screening’ personalities. 
For this process we are naturally not blaming you (though it is a pity you 
partake of it), nor need we enter here into the historical reasons for it. It is 
enough only to point at the actual contemporary behaviour of all Govern- 
ments, national newspapers, etc., to recognize the alarming incursions of 
political duplicity and to understand why even the most well-meaning 
individuals are immediately suspicious of all groups connected with politics. 
What a devilish arena! — where all ‘official’ opinion is banded together in 
misnaming Russian totalitarianism ‘Marxism’, ‘Nationalization’ (or the final 
capitalist monopoly) ‘Socialism’, ‘Colonial exploitation’ ‘Trusteeship’, any 
democratic resistance in Germany ‘Nationalism’, etc., etc. In such an 
uninterrupted atmosphere we naturally expect to be misunderstood but, 
believe me, we take our public utterances very seriously and we mean every 
word we say. There is no misunderstanding that cannot be overcome once a 
reader takes us simply and seriously at our word. 

And now for your questions. At no time were either my wife or I members 
of the Communist Party or of the Johannesburg City Council, but we were 
certainly members of a Trotskyite group known as the Workers’ Inter- 
national League and took an active part in African national democratic 
struggles. We resigned from the W.I.L. in 1946 but not for the unimportant 
reasons which your informant gives of objecting to the ‘phraseology of 
traditional Revolutionary Marxism’. Nor subsequent to that were we ever 
connected with ‘American Trotskyism’. It is also important to point out that 
those who are associated with Contemporary Press are by no means to be 
identified with the past activities of Mr. and Mrs. Swart. Of the few 
hundred people active to-day in initiating a movement for a democracy of 
content very few were originally connected with any of the previously 
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established ‘isms’. Though there is no doubt whatever that we are derived 
from Marx there is also no doubt that we have points of difference. As you 
must have already seen from your reading of the ‘Great Utopia’ we are 
striving toward a quite new organizational orientation and also seriously 
questioning the validity of the conception of the proletarian revolution. Very, 
very many things remain still to be developed in our publications and to be 
discussed and thought out in a living contemporary manner. We are in fact 
a new movement and none of the old ready-made labels will be of any use 
to characterize us. 

Naturally I cannot within the confines of a letter explain everything that 
is really radically new in our approach, but I will indicate two conceptions 
basic to our movement. 

(1) The recognition of the dynamic interconnections between bourgeois 
democracy and socialism (which while recognized by others, was not carried 
out consistently). Socialism (because of current misuse we prefer the term 
‘new society’) is nothing more or nothing less than consequent or consistent 
or full democracy, that is, a society in which everybody will have 
unqualified economic and political freedom sharply distinguished from 
existing inequalities. To work concretely towards this it is therefore neces- 
sary to begin immediately to resist every attempt to infringe existing 
democratic rights (naturally with no geographic limitations) in the present 
period of capitalism’s collapse and to press for the extension of these human 
rights in struggle. In this way a tempestuous democratic movement is 
envisaged’ that will eventually break through the integument of present day 
society which in perpetual and worsening economic crises can no longer 
afford the limited achievements of once progressive capitalism. 

(2) The recognition that capitalism, not having been creatively trans- 
formed at its highest moment, has now decisively entered the period of its 
death agony. Society is being hurled back to brutal political and economic 
forms once overcome in the most advanced European countries at least. We 
are literally returning to barbarism — but modern in its nature and there- 
fore far more sanguinary and brutal, that is, on a higher technological basis 
of destruction and regimentation, etc. In Stalin’s Russia, in Germany under 
Hitler, in Russian dominated Eastern Europe, China, in occupied Germany, 
Japan, and as always, but now with increasing severity in the whole colonial 
hinterland, our freedoms are being ruthlessly replaced. We characterize 
this historical development as capitalism in retrogression and study its laws 
of motion and its features which we will demonstrate to the public as our 
magazines unfold. The establishment of a vigorous democratic movement 
throughout the world can now be seen to be really a matter of life or death. 

In the light of the little that I have sketchily written in this letter you will 
clearly see that your informant’s formulations 1-3 are altogether inadequate. 
But insofar as they do indicate that we are desirous of establishing a 
tendency independent of and against all existing power blocs there is 
naturally some truth in them. Surely we want to negate the sources of our 
ruin but — and this is the most important thing not contained in the 
formulations — in the positive way explained above. 


*This formulation is naturally only justified in a letter the intention of which 
was to indicate a line of demarcation. Other prerequisites germane to the building 
up of a democratic movement are to be found in our publications, Eds. 
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The Strasser connection is nothing more than an attempt to smear us, as 


you yourself have already, like any intelligent reader, recognized. Why we | 


concentrate on Germany is certainly for the reasons stated in your letter, 
with the significant difference, however, that we do not choose it as a ‘field’ 
(it is not merely a tactic) but because it is presented by history as decisive. 
Here we have the most telling example of a highly-developed people being 
crushed by the brutal processes of super-destructive modern colonization. 
Their forward development telescoped with backward colonial development 
is a fermentation that nothing can stop provided of course it is properly 
pioneered. It is this which leads us to expect that retrogression can be broken 
in Europe. 

Our relations with America are the same as with any other country. We 
sell our literature everywhere and have in America many readers and people 
sympathetic to our ideas. From sales throughout the world we finance our 
publications though naturally there are many friends who make contribu- 
tions. Your information about Mr. Jacobs is correct. 

Wishing you a merry Christmas, 
Yours sincerely, 
(Mr.) E. V. Swart. 


2. PRESS 


From Siidschwabische Rundschau, 19th December, 1949. 
(A similar article appeared in the Neue Ruhr Zeitung, 16th December, 1949.) 


ANGLO-AMERICAN FRIENDS OF OTTO STRASSER 


H.H., London. — A number of appeals on behalf of Otto Strasser, still 
living in his Canadian exile, have been directed at Germany, not by his own 
former supporters, but by a group which is active in the United States and 
England and which conducts a Publishing House under the name of ‘Con- 
temporary Press’. This firm publishes two periodicals, an English one called 
Contemporary Issues, and a German one with the synonymous name of 
Dinge der Zeit. But the two are not completely identical in their content. 
Dinge der Zeit also distributes political circulars in Germany that call for 
active resistance against the policy of the Occupation Powers. As no great 
possibilities exist for the distribution of such material under the regime of 
the Soviet Zone, the attacks and criticisms in these circulars are mainly 
aimed at the Western Occupation Powers. They are reproached with main- 
taining now as before a dictatorship over opinion, not unlike that of Hitler, 
camouflaged by a democratic cloak with the aid of the German democratic 
parties. In this criticism the supporters of this group are in agreement with 
Otto Strasser, and they have for this reason repeatedly allowed him to speak 
in their magazine. For their part in the style of their articles and circulars 
they have adopted many of Strasser’s formulations. Above all they call the 
parties in Germany, originally licensed by the Allies, ‘monopoly parties’, 
and they look for connections with all persons and groups who are ‘in 
political difficulties’ or ‘subject to political persecution’. They fight for ‘the 
democratic liberation of Germany’. On the other hand they seem hitherto to 
have avoided emulating Strasser’s pet idea of the Corporate State, of 
supplanting political parties by ‘leagues of revival’ and ‘movements’, and of 





a 


QD © ©} -wt w@ ry 


rH = 


<i @hs 2 6 2 Getta oO Ok | Oe 


ee aes ieee cc ee, ee 


S, as 
yr we 
‘tter, 
ield’ 
sive. 
eing 
tion. 
ment 
erly 
oken 


. We 
-ople 
> our 
ribu- 


RT. 


949.) 


, still 
; own 
s and 
‘Con- 
called 
ne of 
ntent. 
1 for 
great 
me of 
nainly 
main- 
Titler, 
cratic 
t with 
speak 
culars 
ll the 
urties’, 
re ‘in 
wr ‘the 
arto to 
te, of 
and of 


LICENSED DEMOCRACY IN GERMANY 149 


the ‘triune bi-polarity’. Their canvassing and tactics of influencing, however, 
inside as well as outside of Germany, obviously follow the same lines as 
Strasser’s efforts, namely of infiltrating and influencing the dissatisfied of 
all tendencies, regardless of their origin. Therefore the ‘Contemporary 
Press’ has already been attacked in the English weekly The Spectator as an 
organ of Strasser. But on closer enquiry it transpires that the group not 
only protests violently against this identification with Strasser, but that its 
origin has in fact little in common with Strasser and his ‘Black Front’. 

The leader of the group in England, the South African E. V. Swart and 
his wife Hilda from Johannesburg, were originally in the Communist Party. 
Some years ago under the Smuts Government, they were involved in a 
political trial in Johannesburg; Mrs. Swart was at that time a Town Coun- 
cillor of Johannesburg.’ Later they separated from the Communists and 
came into close contact with one of the many dozen groups that splintered 
off the American Trotskyist movement. The particular splinter group they 
joined had already developed so much away from the original radical- 
Marxist tradition of Trotskyism that it abandoned the old Marxist ter- 
minology, as this proved to be an obstacle for purposes of propaganda in the 
present. But it remained faithful to the world political conception of Trotsky 
which represents a special version of the idea of the “Third Force’, coming 
into fashion after the second World War. In search of a new way for 
renewal of the democratic ideal Communism of the first years of Revolution, 
‘falsified’ by the Soviet rulers, it envisages having to fight a theoretical and 
political ‘war on two fronts’, namely against the Soviet Power and its 
political agencies, the Communist Parties, as well as against the traditional 
Democracies of the West, which they consider ‘rotten’ and doomed, in the 
old communist tradition. As the supporters of the group know well enough 
that their tiny political sect cannot even start, let alone fulfil this task, they 
try, in a completely undogmatic way, to find allies among the discontented 
and ‘dispossessed’, quite irrespective of what the motives are for the latter’s 
action. It is not surprising that they are thereby also driven to collaborate 
with Strasser, excluded from politics for nineteen years, and who is cherish- 
ing similar ‘two-front-ideas’. Strasser himself, as is known, also tries to win 
influence in left- and right-wing radical splinter groups, e.g., the ultra-left 
group of ex-communists of the former secretary of Ruth Fischer, Theodor 
Kogler, at Hamburg. But the Trotskyist tradition is related to that of 
Strasser in yet another respect: it reasons not only in terms of Parties and 
groupings, but, above all, in terms of ‘world political power concentrations’. 
Germany. divided as it is between East and West and torn back and forth 
between the two Power Blocs, is considered by Strasser as well as the 
supporters of ‘Contemporary Press’ as specially favourable ground for the 
realization of their ideas of fighting against both camps and of playing off 
both camps against each other. 

This is the deeper reason for ‘Contemporary Press’ conducting propa- 
ganda mainly on German soil. This is, in fact, the only field where it has 
achieved certain successes to date. The attempts, for instance, in England 
to penetrate into the movement of the ‘Personalists’ (a liberal-ethical organi- 
zation) failed. Ulrich O. W. Jacobs, the son of the former theatre critic of 

* Not one of the statements in this sentence is correct, not even to the name 


Hilda! Eds. 
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the Ullstein Press, who died a refugee in England and who possessed British 
as well as German nationality, but never learnt to speak English properly, 
functions as the formal proprietor of ‘Contemporary Press’. Jacobs junior 
presumably is chiefly responsible for the German edition of the magazine 
and the leaflets being written in good German. The group is one of the 
numerous peculiar sects which grew out of the splinter groups of Com- 
munism; subjectively it has very little in common with the supporters of 
Strasser. But it is quite qualified objectively to play a role similar to the 
Strasser supporters, namely to form a germ cell for radical-democratic, 
anarchistic and also anti-democratic, Corporative State developments. As a 
Strasser-movement proper does not exist in England, it is not surprising 
that ‘Contemporary Press’ and the group behind it are being confused with 
Strasser tendencies. 


From the 'Rhein-Echo', 20th December, 1949. 


(Similar articles were published in the Berlin Telegraf and the Kiel 
Schleswig-Holsteinische V olkszeitung.) 


AN ENGLISHMAN WOULD LIKE TO ‘LIBERATE’ GERMANY 


‘Professional Revolutionary’ Otto Strasser Carries on Subversive Activities 
Through Foreign Agents in Western Germany. 
By a Special Correspondent. 

‘It would also be much appreciated if you could put us in touch with 
individuals, groups, etc., who have been politically victimized, and let us 
have names and addresses of all friends whom you think would be 
interested in the democratic liberation of Germany and/or who would help 
with this questionnaire.’ This request is made in a duplicated letter from 
England received by a person in the German Bund. 

At the top of the circular letter the address, ‘Contemporary Press’, 10 
Blomfield Court, London, W.9, is given. It is signed by a certain E. V. 
Swart. The reason for the questionnaire which also asks for other informa- 
tion is stated to be as follows: ‘In this way the process will be initiated of 
proving concretely that the present Government of the monopoly parties 
does not govern in the interests of the German people nor with their “free” 
consent, and of mobilizing democratic resistance.’ The aim of the ‘action’ is 
‘the democratic liberation of Germany’. 


‘The New Struggle’ 

‘Contemporary Press’ which also seems to run an office at Fifth Avenue 
in New York and preaches struggle against the Western Occupation Powers 
and the West German State in Dinge der Zeit as well as in the English 
publication Contemporary Issues, is being distributed ‘in America, England, 
South Africa, Germany and other countries’. In Germany a pamphlet from 
this source calling for the ‘boycott of the elections’ became known before 
the Bundestag elections under the title of ‘Occupation Unaltered’. 

The ‘new political democracy for Germany’ was characterized in it as an 
‘accomplished farce’. ‘It is for the people in Germany to make it clear; in 
whatever form they choose, that they are not a party to such a criminal 
action.’ This ‘action’ is the ‘signing of the Bonn Constitution’. The ‘ridicu- 
lous Government’ that was formed after the election consists of 
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allaborators with Military Government’. The task of the German party 
aders, however, is alleged to be ‘to mislead public opinion’. ‘This appear- 
.ce of democracy is naturally required to mislead German understanding in 
ture struggles for independence and freedom.’ The German task, how- 
er, is ‘struggle against all occupation authority’. ‘This’, declares the 
narkable Englishman, ‘is our task to be undertaken by us in full respon- 
iility.’ 

uppertal Centre 

It has been impossible hitherto clearly to identify the author of the 
ove mentioned questionnaire. The claim is made in radical Right wing 
cles, however, that the author of the appeal for the boycott of the elections 
known. He is alleged to be a journalist living in Brighton (England) who 


.sits Germany frequently. His most important confidante is supposed to 


e in Wuppertal. He has a foreign-sounding name and likes to take photo- 
iphs, especially of his superior in Brighton with his friends, for instance 
: chief agent for Strasser in Germany, Kurt Sprengel from Wildeshausen 
Oldenburg. Whethér there are also pictures of his superior together with 
rr von Ostau the Gronau commercial traveller in party foundings is not 
own to us. It is, however, asserted in the Strasser circles that 5,000 copies 
the boycott pamphlet were seized from him at the time. 

Nith these names the mystery surrounding the Englishman who is so 
icerned about German freedom is a little less obscure, especially when it 
cnown that the gentleman from Brighton has known Otto Strasser per- 
ally for many years. Actually Strasser himself — who likes to quote his 
a anonymously published writings to encourage the morale of his sup- 
ters — very often refers to the ‘Contemporary Press’ in his circular 
ers or the Canadian paper Courier, controlled by him. And the theses 
tained in these pamphlets of allegedly English origin are as like as two 
s to those of Strasser. 

t is impossible for the relevant German authorities to bring Strasser to 
ount abroad where he is protected. His incessant subversive activity, his 
tinuous calumny of German politicians, however, make it seem advisable 
grant him permission to enter Germany as has been long desired by the 
»fessional revolutionary’, as he likes to call himself. Here one could keep 
1 under better surveillance. For the Anglo-Saxon powers are apparently 


capable of preventing the continuous flow of anti-democratic appeals for 
‘ion’ from America and England to Germany. 


REPLY 


2 Editor, 

\wabische Landeszeitung,* 
lags-GmbH., 

zsburg, 


‘many. 31st December, 1949. 


car Sir, 


"or your information we enclose a letter written to us by your London 
tespondent, Mr. Henry Hellman, dated 13th December, and our reply to 
1 on the 18th. Immediately upon receipt of his letter we informed him of 
This letter was also sent to the Editor of the Rhein-Echo. 
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our intention to reply in detail in a day or two. We were anxious to do this 
as it appeared from his letter that he wanted us to check the information he 
had received from other sources about CONTEMPORARY PRESS and the 
political ideas and actions with which we are associated in order that he 
might ‘avoid falling into the same trap as the editor of The Spectator 
obviously did’. You will see from our reply to him that in every respect your 
correspondent was misinformed. After receiving, however, copies of Dinge 
der Zeit number 5 and Contemporary Issues No. 4 in response to a telephone 
call to which he refers, he recognized that any idea of our being connected 
with Strasser was mistaken, and added as a post-script to his letter: ‘I admit 
that the attempt to tar you with Otto Strasser’s brush is wholly unjustified,’ 

So far so good. But what has shocked us is that the alleged information 
which he asked us to rectify appeared with all its malformations in the 
Schwabische Landeszeitung and the Neue Ruhr-Zeitung which according to 
him commissioned the report, on the 16th and 19th December respectively. 
Nor is this all. In spite of his better knowledge, the leit-motiv of his report 
was the purely imaginary link between us and Strasser under the headlines 
‘Otto Strasser fand auch Schrittmacher im Westen’ and ‘Anglo- 
amerikanische Freunde Otto Strassers’. It is obvious that your correspon- 
dent, in spite of appearances, was not interested in our letter. We trust, 
however, that it will interest you, and request you to publish the information 
it contains about us either in whole or in part, or failing that, that you will 
publish this covering note. 


Yours sincerely, 


pp. CONTEMPORARY PRESS, 


(E. V. Swart.) 
Letter From Otto Strasser 


CONTEMPORARY PRESS, Bridgetown, N.S. 
10 Blomfield Court, London, W.9. 20th February, 1950. 
Dear Mr. Swart, 

Incorrect statements by the licensed Press in Western Germany require 
me to publish, as you request, the following correction: 

(1) The ‘Contemporary Press’ has not the slightest intellectual or organi- 
zational connection with the ‘League for Germany’s Rebirth’ (or the 
‘Association of Friends of Otto Strasser’) — and vice versa. Every 
reader of the respective publications realizes this immediately. 

(2) Neither under my name nor anonymously have I written a singl 
article for ‘Contemporary Press’ or any publication issued by it. 

(3) The publication of my ‘Open Letter to General Clay’ was done within 
the framework of a presentation of the situation and development if 
Germany, and in this, among other things, my article, distributed a 
a mass pamphlet in Germany, served as material. 

Allow me to point out that this correction detracts in no way from my 
respect for the uncompromising struggle which you and your friends of 
‘Contemporary Press’ are conducting in such an ideologically clean and 
personally fair manner. 

Furthermore, with regard to fundamental political differences I acknow 
ledge not only the self-evident right of a diverging opinion but also the 
moral incorruptibility and intellectual cleanness of your struggle. 

OTTO STRASSER. 
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